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PREFACE. 

It  was  literally  impossible  for  anyone,  whether  public 
service  commissioner,  judge,  or  attorney,  to  know  with  any 
certainty  what  was  being  decided  by  the  courts  and  com- 
missions of  this  country  on  matters  of  public  utilities,  until 
the  Public  Utilities  Reports  Annotated  were  begun,  about 
one  year  ago.  In  this  Annual  Digest  the  decisions  included 
in  P.U.R.1915  are  brought  together,  with  careful  classifica- 
tion, and  with  ample  help,  by  analysis  and  orderly  arrange- 
ment, so  as  to  make  it  possible  to  find  any  decision  of  the 
year  on  any  question  very  quickly  and  with  certainty.  Great 
pains  has  been  taken  not  only  to  classify  each  decision  in  the 
fitting  place,  but  to  refer  directly  to  it  from  every  other 
place  where  any  person  might  reasonably  look  for  it. 

Particular  attention  is  called  to  the  Digest  Table  of  Cases, 
beginning  on  page  617,  by  which  one  can  turn  directly  to 
the  exact  place  or  places  in  this  Digest  where  each  case  is 
to  be  found.  Also  to  the  additional  table  of  minor  cases  not 
reported  in  full,  but  abstracted  in  the  Public  Utilities  Re- 
ports during  the  year.    This  table  begins  on  page  661. 
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ABAKBOKED  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  181-192. 

ABANDONMEKT. 

DiscontiBuance  of  sarvioe  lor  ncmpayment  or  Tiolation  of  rules,  see 
Discontinuance  of  Sebvick. 

Of  the  right  to  regulate  rates  by  nonuser^  see  Ck)NSTiTUTiONAL 
Law,  65. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Sbbvice,  21-28. 

Of  service  generally,  see  Sebviob,  112-135. 

Of  electric  service  because  of  unsafe  wiring,  see  Sesvicb,  177. 

Of  heating  service,  see  Service,  116. 

Right  to  discontinue  a  telephone  exchange  which  is  not  self 
sustaining,  and  to  transfer  subscribers  to  another  exchange, 
see  Sebvice,  358. 

Of  telegraph  office  upon  arranging  to  telephone  messages  to  an- 
other office  for  transmission,  see  Sebviob,  346. 

ABTLTTT. 

Of  consumer  to  pay  rates,  see  Rates,  127. 

ABOLITION. 

Of  grade  crossings,  see  Cbossinos. 

ABSORPTION. 

Of  revenues  on  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 84. 

ABIT8E. 

Review  by  court  of  order  constituting  abuse  of  discretion,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  14. 

OCCIDENT  INSURANCE. 

Cost  of,  as  proper  charge  to  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  89. 
See  also  Insurance. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 1. 
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2  ACCIDENTS— ACCOUNTING,  I.  a. 

ACCIDENTS. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  report  of  accident,  P.U.R.1915A,  140. 
Abstract  of  order  relating  to,  P.U.R.1916F,  Appendix,  p.  1051. 
Allowance  of  sum  paid  because  of,  in  return,  see  Return,  68-71. 

ACCOMMODATION  MAKER. 

Liability  of  Indorsers  as,  upon  notes  issued  without  approval  of 
Commission,  see  Security  Issues,  25. 

ACCOMMODATIONS. 

Reserving  accommodations  hj  railroad  company  as  discrimination, 

see  DiscBiMiNATiON,  200. 
Duty  of  railroad  company  to  publish  rules  providing  for  reserva* 

tion  of  accommodationsi  see  Seevige,  271. 

ACCOUNTING. 

I.  Necessity  and  duty  of  Tceeping  accurate  syatent,  1^13. 
a.  In  general,  1^8, 
h.  Orders  requiring,  9^13, 
II,  Accounts  to  which  particular  items  are  chargeable,  14^B2, 
III.  Methods  peculiar  to  particular  utilities,  23^26. 
a.  Municipal  plants,  23,  24. 
h.  Telephones,  26,  26. 

See  also  Records;  Reports. 

Review  of  judgment  refusing  mandamus  requiring  carriers  to  permit 
inspection  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  39. 

Provisions  of  act  of  Philippine  legislature  giving  Commission  power  to 
compel  public  utility  to  keep  uniform  system  of  accounting  not 
unlawful  delegation  of  power,  see  CoNSTiTtmowAL  Law,  61. 

Power  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  inspect  accounts  of  car- 
riers, see  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  1-3. 

Failure  of  hotel  to  make  accounting  to  telephone  company  as  ground 
for  vacation  of  order  requiring  company  to  make  physical  connec- 
tion at  hotel  with  another  company,  see  Orders,  2. 

Minimum  charge  to  cover  expense  of,  see  Rates,  504. 

/.  Necessity  and  duty  of  "keeping  accurate  system^ 

a.  In  general. 

1.  A  correct  method  of  accounting  by  public  service  corporations 
is  a  fundamental  requirement  for  proper  public  regulation,  espeeiall^ 
where  the  investment  rather  than  the  reproduction  cost  is  taken  as  a 
controlling  basis  for  fixing  rates.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

2.  Charges  of  a  street  railway  company  for  supplies  sold  and  equip- 
ment rented  to  other  companies,  should  be  entered  in  explicit  form  in 
its  journal  and  posted  to  ledger  accounts,  rather  than  recorded  in  the 
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ACCOUNTING,  I.  b.  8 

cash  book  after  payment  is  made.     Re  NorfoUc  &  B.  Street  R.  Co. 
(MaBs.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

3.  A  public  service  corporation  should  issue  vouchers  lor  all  pay- 
ments, sufficient  in  detail  to  express  the  transaction  involved,  and  to  be 
approved  by  an  official  before  payment  is  made.  Re  Norfolk  &  B. 
Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.UJR.1916E,  411. 

4.  Separate  accounts  for  maintenance  and  depreciation  of  plant 
should  be  maintained  by  a  public  utility.  Corona  v.  Corona  Home 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014. 

5.  Under  the  Public  Utilities  act  relating  to  the  Philippine  Islands, 
the  depreciation  account  is  to  be  carried  in  accordance  with  such  rules, 
regulations,  and  forms  of  account  as  the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Com- 
missioners may  prescribe.    Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916C,  711. 

6.  A  water  company  was  permitted  to  make  slight  increases  in  its 
commercial  and  domestic  rates  to  conform  to  its  authorized  charges  in 
another  city,  in  order  to  secure  uniformity  in  accounting,  where  no 
objection  to  the  proposed  increase  was  made.  Re  San  Jose  Water  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

7.  A  street  railway  company  which  has  purchased  the  mortgaged 
property  of  another  company,  and  which  pays  the  interest  on  the  mort- 
gage bonds,  should  include  the  bonds  with  the  liabilities  on  its  balance 
sheet  and  the  full  book  yalue  of  the  property,  and  not  merely  the  value 
of  the  equity,  with  the  assets,  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  invest- 
ment with  other  companies,  although  it  asserts  that  it  did  not  assume 
the  mortgage  debt.  New  Bedford  &  O.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
264. 

8.  A  railroad  company  which  makes  a  purely  fictitious  charge  of 
$1,000,000  to  its  capital  account  to  represent  the  par  value  of  all 
its  authorized  capital  stock,  and  which,  in  addition  to  interest  on 
its  funded  debt,  has  paid  dividends  in  amount  equal  to  more  than  one 
half  of  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  its  property  as  found  by  the 
Commission's  valuation, 'should  revise  its  accounts  to  show  its  financial 
condition  in  accordance  with  the  facts.  Re  Sugar  Pine  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  728. 

h.  Orders  requiring, 

0.  A  farm  telephone  company  which  had  not  kept  an  accounting 
of  its  finances,  was  ordered,  on  an  application  for  an  increase  in  rates, 
to  open  and  keep  a  set  of  books  to  show  the  operating  revenue  and  ex- 
penses.   Re  Lynch  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  64. 

10.  A  waterworks  company,  operating  its  plant  in  connection  with 
a  machine  shop,  was  ordered  to  install  the  accounting  system  prescribed 
by  the  Indiana  Commission  and  properly  to  separate  and  apportion  the 
expenses  of  the  waterworks  plant.  Re  Galveston  Waterworks  Go. 
(Ind.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  27. 

11.  In  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes  the  Idaho  Commis- 
sion directed  a  transfer  of  the  title  to  a  water  company  of  all  fire 
hydrants  owned  by  a  municipality  that  were  installed  for  the  purpose 
of  affording  the  public  protection  against  fire,  and  required  the  com- 
pany to  set  up  accounts  showing  liability  to  the  municipality  to  the 
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exteni  of  their  present  value,  and  to  debit  such  liability  accoont 
monthly  with  the  charge  made  the  municipality  for  street  sprinkling 
and  fire  hydrant  service,  until  such  liability  was  fully  liquidated,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  fire  hydrants  are  a  part  of  the  distribution  system 
and  should  be  owned  by  the  water  company.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint 
Water  &  Light  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

12.  Kailroad,  street  railroad,  telephone,  telegraph,  and  express  com- 
panies  ordered,  from  and  after  July  1,  1915,  to  keep  and  render  their 
accounts  in  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  for  railroad  companies,  and  to  observe  the  rules  and  de- 
cisions of  that  Commission  relating  to  classification  and  allocation  of 
particular  items,  unless  otherwise  ordered.  Re  Accounts  of  Railroad 
Cos.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  140. 

13.  Railroad,  street  railroad,  telephone,  tel^raph,  and  express  com- 
panies are  ordered  to  close  their  accounts  annually,  and  take  balance 
sheet  on  June  30th,  beginning  Jime  30,  1915,  and  to  file  same  with  the 
Commission  on  or  before  September  1st  following.  Re  Accounts  of 
Railroad  Cos.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  140. 

//.  Accounts  to  which  particular  items  are  chargeable. 

14.  Sinking  fund  appropriations  and  sinking  fund  reserves  should 
not  be  carried  into  the  corporate  surplus  from  which  dividends  may 
be  declared,  particularly  where  the  company  is  operating  under  limited 
franchises,  is  heavily  overburdened  with  debt,  and  faces  competition 
with  a  municipal  utility.    Re  United  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  987. 

15.  The  amoimt  by  which  the  capital  stock  of  a  public  iitility  com- 
pany is  reduced  in  view  of  capital  losses  sustained  should  not  be 
credited  to  the  profit  and  loss  or  surplus  account,  so  as  to  enable  the 
company  to  pay  dividends  when  its  books  would  otherwise  show  a 
deficit.     Re  United  R.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  987. 

16.  A  water  utility  was  ordered  to  transfer  by  book  entry  the 
amount  of  the  accrued  depreciation  from  its  surplus  account  to  the 
depreciation  reserve,  so  that  the  amount  of  accrued  depreciation  may 
at  all  times  be  shown  on  its  records.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  & 
Light  Co.    (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

17.  Upon  the  destruction  by  fire  of  a  street  car  bam  and  rolling 
atock,  and  a  sale  of  the  remaining  cars,  the  accounts  of  the  company 
should  be  adjusted  by  writing  the  property  off  on  the  books,  charging 
"cash"  with  the  amounts  received  from  the  insurance,  salvage,  and  sale, 
and  charging  "profit  and  loss"  with  the  remainder  of  the  value;  and 
crediting  "cash"  as  the  amount  received  is  expended,  charging  all  addi- 
tions and  improvements  to  the  property  accounts  affected,  and  the  bal- 
ance, representing  reconstruction,  to  a  suspense  account  to  be  gradually 
liquidated  from  earnings;  and  the  failure  to  make  the  adjustment  is 
not  excused  by  the  fact  that  the  effect  of  the  fire  and  substitution  of 
property  is  a  benefit  rather  than  an  injury.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R. 
Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  870. 

18.  Automobiles  owned  by  a  street  railway  company  should  be  en- 
tered under  "Miscellaneous  Equipment^  in  its  returns;  and  the  salaries 
of  the  general  manager  and  the  superintendent  should  not  be  charged 
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to  "maintenance/'  but  to  general  and  aiaeellaBeoiu  expense,''  in  ac^ 
o(»rdance  with  tbe  uniform  qrstem  of  aeoounts  for  electric  railways  pre*> 
scribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  Re  Norfolk  &  B. 
Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.UJt.l915E,  411. 

19.  The  cost  of  hay  used  at  an  electric  station  is  chargealile  to  sta^ 
tion  expense  account,  and  not  to  labor. .  Commercial  Clnb  y.  Missouri 
Public  UtiHties  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  1017. 

20.  A  boiler  purchased  to  replace  anotber  is  chargeable  against  sur* 
plus,  where  no  depreciation  reserve  account  is  kept,  and  is  not  an  oper- 
ating expense  chargeable  to  maintenance.  Commercial  Chib  ▼.  Mis- 
souri Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.19i6C,  1017. 

21.  Expenses  in  connection  with  the  laeuanoe  of  funded  debt  or  sale 
of  stock  are  not  properly  chargeable  to  plant  account  in  Or^on,  but, 
under  the  Commission's  claaeifieation  of  accounts  for  electric  and  gas 
utilities,  must  be  charged  to  the  aooounta  Amortization  of  Debt  Dis- 
count and  Expense,  or  Unextinguished  Discount  on  Capital  Stock,  and 
not  to  Fixed  Capital  accounts.  La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v.  East- 
em  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  909. 

22.  A  railroad  company  was  required  to  carry  retirement  accounts 
under  various  items  of  equipment  and  plant,  for  the  purpose  of  ad- 
justing the  difference  between  the  ledger  value  less  salvage  of  such 
items  of  the  equipment  as  may  have  been  retired  from  service,  and  the 
amount  provided  for  such  retirements  through  the  depreciation  ac- 
count.   Re  ManiU  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916C,  711. 

III.  Methods  peculiar  to  partdcular  utUitiea, 

a.  Municipal  plants, 

29.  A  municipal  water  plant  or  electric  plant  should  be  treat^Ki  as 
an  enterprise,  separate  and  distinct  from  the  mimicipality  itself,  and 
the  accounts  kept  accordingly.  Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  589. 

24.  An  amount  due  a  municipal  water  utility  from  the  city,  con- 
stituting the  difference  between  charges  for  water  furnished  the  city 
and  funds  supplied  by  the  city  for  extensions,  should  be  listed  imder 
'^accounts  receivable'^  in  the  tttility's  assets  on  its  balance  sheet,  and 
not  under  "depreciation  reserve  fund,"  and  surplus  should  be  listed  as 
"city  equity."    Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  639. 

h.  Telephones, 

25.  A  telephone  company  should  keep  separate  accounts  showing  all 
its  income  and  operating  expenses  in  its  exchange,  rural  and  toll  line 
departments,  since  statements  based  on  mere  estimated  amounts  of  the 
several  operating  accounts  will  not  be  accepted  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses.   Simms  v.  Columbia  Telq>h,  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  366. 

26.  In  the  accountmg  of  a  telephone  company,  toll  and  exchange 
service  should  be  kept  8^[>ftrate,  so  that  it  may  be  possible  to  deter- 
mine what  the  rates  for  each  class  should  be,  and  where  a  company 
has  failed  to  do  this  it  should  make  the  necessary  dianges  in  its  ac- 
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counts  8o  that  they  may  show  the  value  of  the  toll  property  and  the 
cost  of  that  part  of  the  business.  Be  Crownover  Teieph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  571. 

AOCOinfTS. 

See  generally,  Acoountino. 

AOCOUNTS  BEO^irABI.E. 

What  listed  as,  by  municipal  water  utility,  see  Acx^ouNmro,  24. 
As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  244. 

ACCRUED  BEPRECIATION. 

See  generally,  Depbeciation. 
Effect  of,  on  valuation,  see  Depbeciation,  100-110. 
Not  to  be  included  in  allowance  for  annual  depreciation  reserve, 
see  Depbeciation,  109. 

ACCURACT. 

By  water  meters,  see  Service,  440-442. 

ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY. 

As  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Sdcubitt  Issues,  71-85,  91. 
Valuation  of  property  as  dependent  upon  methods  of  acquisition, 

see  Valuation,  203-208. 
Allowance  in  valuation,  of  cost  of  acquiring  railroad  lands,  see 

Valuation,  224.     » 

ACTION. 

Effect  of  waiver  of  defense  in  favor  of  one  party  to,  see  Waives,  1. 

ACTIVE  LOAD. 

As  basis  for  establishment  of  rates  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  148- 
154. 

ACT  OF  GOP. 

Failure  to  fulfil  contract  obligaticm  as,  question  for  courv,  see 
Commissions,  60. 

ACTTTAIi  COST. 

As  measure  of  value  in  valuation  prooeedings,  see  Valuation,  66. 

ACTITAI.  TRIAL. 

Municipal   rate   ordinance  not   enjoined   before   actual   trial,   see 

Appeal  and  Review,  24. 
Test  of  reasonableness  of  order  fixing  rates  hj*  see  Retubn,  2. 
Order  fixing  rates  to  be  given  actual  trial  where  evidence  of  its 

unreasonableness  is  conflicting  or  uncertain,  see  Return,  134. 
Necessity  of  fair  operation  trial  before  abandonment  of  railroad,  see 

Sebvicb,  124. 
As  to  trial  by  jury,  see  Tbial. 
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ADAPTATION. 

Lack  of,  as  an  element  of .  depreciation,  see  Depbeciatiok,  4« 

ABDED  UVE  CHABOE. 

By  telephone  company,  see  Rates,  411. 

ABDinONAI.  CHARGES.  ^ 

For  failure  to  pay  promptly,  see  Patkbivts,  90-96. 

Collection  of,  from  passenger  boarding  train  without  ticket^  see 
Rates,  272-274. 

ABBmONAIi  0ON8UMER8. 

Charge  for  additional  consumer  of  water  on  same  meter,  see  Rates, 

478. 
See  also  Consxthebs  and  Patbonb. 

ABDmONAIi  FACILITIES. 

Consideration  of  amoimt  to  provide  additional  facilities  to  meet 
demands  for  service  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  93. 

ABEITIONAI.  MINUTE  RATE. 

For  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  172. 

ADBITIONAIi  SERVITUDE. 

Carriage  of  freight  by  street  cars  as,  see  Constitutional  Law,  66. 

ABBITIOKS*. 

See  Bettebments. 

ADEQUACY. 

Of  service  generally,  see  Sebvicb. 

Adequate  service  as  condition  precedent  to  return  on  investment, 

see  Service,  47. 
Of  telephone  service  furnished  free  of  charge,  see  Service,  60. 

ADJOINING  OWNERS. 

Consideration  to  be  give6  by  Commission  to  complaints  of,  as  to 
noises  caused  by  ringing  of  automatic  bell  at  crossing,  see 
Crossings,  10. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  question  of  damages  sus- 
tained by,  by  reason  of  the  abolition  of  grade  crossings,  see 
Damages,  4. 

Power  of  California  Commission  to  award  damages  for  injuries 
to  adjacent  property,  caused  by  construction  of  spur  track, 
see  Damages,  5. 

Railroad  authorized  to  construct  industrial  spur  track  although 
adjacent  property  may  be  damaged,  see  Railroads,  10. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  ICATTERS. 

Doctrine  of  res  adjudicata  not  to  be  Invoked  in,  see  Orders,  8. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  ORDER. 

See  generally  Obdebs. 

Order  of   GommisBion   relative  to  the  number   of  street  railway 

tracks  and  the  kind  of  rails  to  be  used  on  a  new  bridge  nfeed 

jointly  by  a  city  and  a  street  railway  company  as,  see  Appeal 

AND  Review,  28. 
Power  of  the  Connecticut  Supreme  Court  of  Errors,  to  set  MidA. 

an  unreasonable  administrative  order  of  the  Public  Utilities 

Commission,  see  Appeal  ash  Review,  12. 

ADMIlflSTRATIVE  POWER. 

Provision  of  act  of  Philippine  Legislature  giving  Commission  powet 
to  require  utilities  to  keep  books  and  adopt  uniform  system 
of  accounting  as  an  administrative  power,  see  CoNaaarunoif al 
Law,  51. 

AD1IINI8TRATIVE  QUESTION. 

Wltat  c<«8titute8,  see  Cohhibsions,  48. 

ADMISSIBILITT. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidence,  47,  50-63. 

ADOPTED  ACT. 

Construction  of,  see  Statutes,  1. 

ADVANCEMENT. 

Allowance  in  return,  of  money  advanced  by  consumed,  see  BsruBN, 
89. 

ADVANCE  PAYMENT. 

See  Prepayment. 

ADVANTAGE. 

What  constitutes  imdue  or  unreasonable,  as  question  of  law  or  fact, 
see  Trial,  1. 

ADVERTISEMENT. 

Power  of  municipality  to  make  contract  for  street  lighting  where 
bid  is  not  in  accordance  with  terms  of,  see  Municipalities, 
10. 

Offer  for  street  lighting,  in  accordance  with  specifications  in,  see 
Service,  181, 

ADVERTISING. 

Allowance  for  cost  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  305. 

AGENT. 

Maintenance  of  agent  at  station,  see  Service,  232-235. 

Financial  condition  of  railroad  company  as  affecting  application 

for  maintenance  of  station  agent,  see  Service,  232. 
Maintenance  of  night  station  agent  in  village  of  300  inhabitants^ 

see  Service,  235. 
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AOBEEMEKTa 

See  COKTBACTS. 

AORIOULTUBAL  EXPERIMEirT  BTATIOIT. 

Free  transportation  for  members  of  staff  of,  see  DiscmiiciNATio^, 
74. 

AOBIOUIiTURAI.  LIlfESTONE. 

Rates  for  transportation  of,  see  Rates,  317,  31S. 

ALABM  BELL. 

At  grade  crossing,  see  Cbossings,  29. 

ALFAI.FA. 

Preference  to,  by  irrigation  company,  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 197. 

AIXET. 

Cost  of  removing  poles  and  wires  from  street  to,  as  operating  ex- 
pense, see  Rfturx,  49. 

AIXOCATION. 

See  Appobtionment. 

AliTERATIONS. 

As  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Secttbity'  Issues,  112. 

AlIEHDMEin^S. 

Reserved  right  to  amend  corporate  charters,  see  Constitdtional 

Law,  17. 
To  pleading,  see  Pleading,  9,  11, 
Of  statute,  see  Statutes,  5. 

AMORTIZATION. 

Allowances  for  amortization  of  expenses  in  fixing  return,  see  Re- 
TUBN,  73-86. 

AMOUNT. 

Of  traffic,  as  affecting  discrimination  in  blanket  rates  of  interurban 

railway,  see  Discbimination,  125. 
Allowances  for  current  depreciation,  see  Depbeoiation,  82. 
Of  return,  see  Retubn. 

Of  security  issues,  see  Secubity  Issues,  115-150. 
Right  of  water  company  to  regulate  amoimt  of  water  used  under 

flat  rate,  see  Sebvice,  443. 

AMUSEMENT  PABK. 

Right  to  disregard  in  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway 
company,  see  Valuation,  198. 
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ANNITAIi  DEPRECIATION. 

See  DEPBEX3IATI0N. 

ANNUAL  REPORTS. 
See  Repobtb. 

ANSWER. 

Sufficiency  of,  averring  that  rates  ftre  inadeqaate,  see  Plbadikq,  UL 

ANSWERING  CALLS. 

Time  taken  to  answer  telephone  calls,  see  Sebvioe,  415. 

ANTICIPATION. 

Valuation  of  investment  in  anticipation  of  future  needs,  tee  VAI.V- 
ATiON,  172-178. 

ANTI-MONOPOLT  STATUTE. 

Merger  of  hydro-electric  companies  not  a  violation  of  Idaho  anti- 
monopoly  statute,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and  Sale,  3. 

Application  of,  to  public  service  corporations,  see  Monopoly  and 
Competition,  1. 

ANTI-PASS  LAW. 

Free  telephone  service  as  violation  of  South  Dakota  anti-pass  law, 
see  Discrimination,  182. 

ANTIQUATED  PROPERTY. 

To  be  written  off  within  a  reasonable  time,  see  Retubn,  73. 

ANTI-TRUST  LAW. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  entertain  petition  alleging  violation 
of,  see  Commissions,  38. 

Authorizing  consolidation  of  telephone  companies  contrary  to  pro- 
visions of,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  3. 

APARTMENT  HOUSES. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Discbimination,  120. 
Telephone  rates  for,  see  Rates,  473. 

APPEAL  AND  REVIEW. 

J.  In  general,  1—3. 
II,  Right  to  appeal  or  to  he  heard  on  appeal,  4^7. 

III.  Mode  of  review,  8, 

IV.  Powers  of  appellate  trihunal^^scope  of  review,  9—37. 

a.  In  general,  9—14, 

h.  Of  Federal  Supreme  Court,  16—19, 

c.  Questions  not  raised  helow,  20—23, 

d.  Conclusiveness  of  findings  of  louder  court  or  CommiS' 

sion,  24—37. 
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r.  rarUea,  as. 
Fjf.  Procedure,  ao^^l. 

See  also  Cebhorabi. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  p.  1051. 

J.  In  general. 

Review  of  findings  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  see  Bvidbnob, 
6. 

1.  A  mistake  made  hj  the  Railroad  Commission  in  considering  im- 
proper evidence  does  not  fiirnish  any  ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  circuit  court  based  on  the  evidence  taken  in  that  court, 
where,  upon  an  appeal  from  the  Commission,  the  proceedings  before 
the  circuit  court  constitute  a  trial  de  novo,  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W. 
887). 

2.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  an  order  of  a  Railroad  Commission 
fixing  the  compensation  to  be  paid  by  a  city  for  a  waterworks  system, 
the  trial  court  passes  upon  the  question  of  value  as  an  original  question 
of  fact,  where  it  finds  "that  the  compensation  so  fixed  by  the  Commis- 
sion is  lawful."  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  859). 

8.  It  was  provided  in  an  order  of  the  Commission  modifying  the 
terms  of  a  previous  order  relating  to  the  taking  of  the  property  of  a 
water  company  by  a  city  in  respect  to  payment,  that  the  rights  of  the 
water  company  to  a  complete  review  as  to  the  amount  of  compensation 
to  which  it  was  entitled  should  not  in  any  manner  be  prejudiced  thereby. 
Re  JanesviUe  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1047. 

//.  Right  to  appeal  or  to  he  Heard  on  appeal, 

4.  That  the  right  of  the  railroad  to  apply  to  the  Commission  to  be 
relieved  from  maintaining  a  separate  daily  passenger  service  (by  in- 
stallation of  a  daily  mixed  passenger  and  freight  service  on  branch 
lines)  is  permissive  in  language,  and  not  a  positive  direction  to  the 
board,  and  vests  in  it  a  discretion,  does  not  negative  a  right  of  appeal. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R. 
1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W.  613). 

5.  A  railroad  company  has  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  courts  from 
an  order  of  the  Board  of  Railway  Commissioners  denying  its  applica- 
tion to  be  relieved  under  chapter  200,  laws  1907,  from  rimning  a 
daily  passenger  service,  by  installing  a  mixed  passenger  and  freight 
service,  although  such  statute  does  not  expressly  grant  the  right  of  an 
appeal  to  the  courts,  where  it  is  in  pari  materia  with  similar  earlier 
statutes  in  themselves  granting  and  contemplating  generally  an  appeal 
to  the  courts.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Bd.  of 
R.  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221,  162  N.  W.  513). 

6.  A  telephone  company  which  had  been  made  a  defendant  in  pro- 
ceedings to  compel  physical  connection  between  two  other  telephone 
companies,  and  as  to  which  the  proceedings  had  been  dismissed,  may 
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be  heard  in  an  action  of  mandamus  brought  by  the  GommiBSion  to 
compel  the  enforcement  of  its  order  to  install  ^ndi  connection^  although 
such  company  had  taken  no  steps  to  have  the  action  of  the  Commission 
reviewed  in  accordance  with  tiie  provisions  of  the  statute  (Laws  of 
1911,  chap.  1X7>  §§  8d,  99),  where  the  order  of  the  Commission  did 
not  pretend  to,  and  in  fact  pretended  not  to,  affect  any  right  or  prop- 
erty of  such  company.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  902  (S.  C.  86  Wash. 
29,  147  Pac.  885). 

7.  The  validity  of  a  void  order  of  the  Commission  may,  in  an  action 
of  mandamus  to  enforce  such  order,  be  questioned  by  a  utility  affected 
thereby,  although  sudi  utility  had  not  applied  for  a  review  as  pro- 
vided by  statute.  Laws  of  1911,  chap.  117,  §§  86,  99.  State  ex  rel. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1916C,  902  (S.  C.  85  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885). 

III.  Mode  of  review* 

8.  Writ  of  error,  not  appeal,  is  the  proper  mode  of  reviewing  a  judg- 
ment  of  a  Federal  district  court  refusing  a  writ  of  mandamus  which 
the  United  States  undertook  to  obtain  imder  the  authority  of  the  act 
of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  386,  diap.  104),  §  20,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat. 
1913,  §  8563),  requiring  carriers  to  permit  inspection  and  examina- 
tion of  their  accounts,  reports,  and  memoranda  by  special  agents  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  United  States  ex  rel.  McReynolds  ▼. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1915B,  247  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  318, -59  L.  ed. 
598,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,  aflfirming  212  Fed.  486). 

IV.  Powers  of  appellate  tribunal''-8cope  of  review* 

a.  In  general, 

9.  Under  Minnesota  statute  the  district  court,  on  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  Commission,  does  not  put  itself  in  the  place  of  the  Com- 
mission and  substitute  its  findings  for  those  of  the  Commission,  nor 
does  it  set  aside  such  an  order  on  its  own  conception  of  its  wisdom. 
The  court  reviews  the  order  only  so  far  as  to  determine  whether  or  not 
it  is  unlawful  and  unreasonable.  State  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1915D,  467  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  57,  153  N.  W.  247). 

10.  By  Okla.  Const,  art.  9,  §  22,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  Corpora- 
tion Commission,  upon  making  an  order  that  intrastate  passengers  on 
trains,  desiring  to  continue  their  journey  within  the  state  beyond  the 
station  to  which  tickets  are  originally  purchased,  shall  be  permitted  to 
pay  the  regular  fare,  and  no  penalty  shall  be  collected  in  excess  of  the 
regular  fare,  unless  the  carrier  gives  them  an  opportimity  to  purchase  a 
ticket  at  the  station  to  where  they  were  originally  destined,  to  make 
findings  of  fact  upon  which  the  order  is  based,  and,  on  appeal  to  this 
court  from  such  order,  to  certify  the  facts  found  by  it  to  this  court. 
And  where  the  Corporation  Commission  fails  to  make  and  certify  such 
findings  of  fact,  this  court  may,  under  said  section  of  the  Constituti<Hi, 
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remand  the  case  to  the  CommiBsion,  with  directions  bo  to  do  and  to 
certify  the  same  as  stated.  Atchison,  T.  4(  S.  F.  R.  Go.  ▼.  Btate,  P.U  Jt. 
1916E,  266  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  150  Pac.  108). 

11.  The  Kew  Hampshire  supreme  court,  as  the  appellate  tribunal  to 
the  Public  Serrice  Commission,  cannot  do  anything  which  the  Oommis^ 
sion  in  the  first  instance  might  not  properly  do.  Boston  ft  M.  R.  Co. 
V.  State,  P.UJR.1915C,  26  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  487,  08  AtL  306). 

12.  The  Connecticut  supreme  court  of  errors  has  power  to  set  aside 
an  administrative  order  of  the  Public  Utilities  Conunission  that  is  un- 
reasonable. Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.UJt.l916E,  294  (8.  C.  —  Conn.  — , 
94  AtL  988). 

13.  The  Connecticut  supreme  court  of  errors  can  determine  the 
bounds  of  power  of  the  superior  court  and  the  extent  of  its  duty  in 
reviewing  an  order  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  fixing  the  equi- 
table portion  of  the  expense  of  the  construction  of  a  bridge  which  a 
street  railway  company,  using  the  bridge,  is  required  to  pay,  and  may 
decide  what  considerations  should  be  regarded  in  an  inquiry  of  that 
nature,  but  cannot  go  b^ond  that  unless  the  judgment  be  clearly  in- 
equitable. Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R.1916E,  294  (S.  C.  --  Conn.  — , 
94  Atl.  988). 

14.  Whether  a  legislative  exercise  of  the  police  powers,  including 
the  regulation  of  railroads,  is  reasonable,  is  a  judicial  question;  and, 
even  though  the  law  gives  to  administrative  action  the  effect  of  prima 
facie  reasonableness,  the  courts  may  inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of 
the  action,  and,  if  it  clearly  appears  that  the  administrative  action 
complained  of  is  an  abuse  of  discretion,  and  is  not,  in  fact,  reason* 
able,  such  action  will  not  be  enforced.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v . 
Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.Ra915C,  207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  166,  67  So. 
906). 

"b.  Of  Federal  Supreme  Court. 

15.  A  ruling  of  a  state  court  that  an  order  of  the  state  Railroad 
Commission,  directing  a  railway  company  to  discontiiAie  the  practice  of 
demanding  prepayment  of  freight  from  one  connecting  carrier  while 
not  exacting  it  from  another,  is  authorized  by  a  statute  requiring 
railways  to  furnish  customary  facilities  for  the  exchange  of  freight,^ 
and  empowering  the  Commission  to  prevent  unjust  discrimination,  ia 
binding  on  the  Federal  Supreme  Court  on  writ  of  error  to  the  state 
court.     Wadley  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Georgia,  P.U.R.1915A,  106   (S.  C. 

235  U.  S.  661,  69  L.  ed.  406,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  214,  affirming  137  Ga. 
497,  73  B.  E.  741). 

16.  The  Federal  Supreme  Court,  on  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court 
will  review  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  latter  court  where  a  Federal 
right  has  been  denied  as  the  result  of  a  finding  shown  by  the  record  to> 
be  without  evidence  to  support  it,  and  where  a  conclusion  of  law  as  to 
a  Federal  right  and  findings  of  fact  are  so  intermingled  as  to  make  it- 
necessary,  in  order  to  pass  upon  the  Federal  question,  to  analyze  the 
facts.    Northern  P.  R.  Co,  v.  North  Dakota,  P.U.R.19160,  277   (S.  C. 

236  U.  S.  685,  69  L.  ed.  735,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  429,  re- 
versing 26  N.  D,  438.  146  N.  W.  136). 
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17.  The  Federal  Supreme  Court,  on  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court, 
may  analyze  the  facts  in  order  to  determine  whether  that  which  pur- 
ports to  be  a  finding  of  fact  is  so  interwoven  with  the  Federal  question 
as  to  be  in  substance  a  decision  of  such  question.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Conley,  P.U.R.1915C,  293  (8.  0.  236  U.  S.  605,  69  L.  ed.  745,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  437). 

18.  Whether  distinctions  had  previously  been  recognized  under  the 
Michigan  laws  between  "railroads"  and  "street  railways;"  whether 
these  distinctions  were  preserved  or  disregarded  by  Mich.  Pub.  Acts 
1907,  act  No.  312,  Pub.  Acts  1909,  act  No.  300,  and  whether  the  pro- 
visions of  §  7  of  these  acts,  relating  to  intercliange  of  traffic,  were  in- 
tended to  apply  to  both  kinds  of  roads  or  to  "railroads"  only,  are  ques- 
tions which  the  Federal  Supreme  Court  may  not  consider  on  writ  of 
error  to  the  highest  court  of  the  state,  but  are  conclusively  foreclosed 
by  the  decisions  of  the  state  court.  Mithigan  C.  R.  C6.  v.  Michigan 
R.  Commission,  P.U.R.1915C,  263  (S.  C.  236  U.  8.  615,  69  L.  ed.  750, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  422,  affirming  168  Mich.  230,  132  N.  W.  1068). 

19.  The  Federal  Supreme  Court,  when  reviewing,  the  judgment  of  a 
state  court,  cannot  go  behind  the  ruling  of  the  latter  court  that  the 
state  railroad  commission,  in  making  an  order  for  the  interchange  of 
traffic  between  a  steam  railroad  and  an  interurban  electric  railway, 
acted  in  the  authorized  exercise  of  the  state's  power  of  regulation,  and 
that  the  two  companies  are  legally  competent  to  perform  the  duties 
thereby  respectively  imposed  upon  them.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Michi- 
gan R.  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  263  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  615,  69  L.  ed. 
760,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  422,  affirming  168  Mich.  230,  132  N.  W.  1068). 

c.  Questions  not  raised  helow, 

20.  A  contention  not  urged  upon  the  highest  state  court  will  not  be 
considered  in  the  Federal  Supreme  Court  on  writ  of  error  to  the  state 
court.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915C, 
309  (S.  C.  237  U.  S.  220,  59  L.  ed.  926,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  560,  reversing 
152  Wis.  654,  140 *N.  W.  296). 

21.  An  objection  to  admitting  the  reports  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  in  evidence  in  an  action  brought  under  the  act  of  February 
4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §  16, 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  Jime  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  684,  chap.  3591, 
Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  to  recover  from  a  carrier  damages  alleged 
to  have  been  sustained  by  a  shipper  and  awarded  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  by  reason  of  the  carrier's  violation  of  the  prohibi- 
tions of  those  statutes  against  imreasonable  rates  and  unjust  discrimi- 
nations, which  objection  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  such  reports 
contain  other  statements  than  findings  of  fact,  if  not  obviated  by  exclud- 
ing the  supposed  objectionable  portions  of  the  reports  from  what  was 
read  by  counsel  to  the  jury,  was  waived  where  the  court's  attention  was 
not  directed  to  the  subject  when  the  jury  was  charged.  Meeker  v.  Le- 
high Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  69  L.  ed. 
644,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

22.  The  carrier  is  not  in  a  position  to  claim  that  the  allowance  of 
an  attorney's  fee  to  a  shipper  in  an  action  under  the  act  of  February 
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4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  $  8563),  f  16, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591, 
Comp.  Stat.  1913,  f  8563),  to  recover  from  the  carrier  the  damages  al- 
leged to  have  been  sustained  by  the  shipper  and  awarded  by  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  by  reason  of  the  carrier's  violations  of 
those  statutes,  is  excessive  as  a  matter  of  fact,  where  such  allowance 
was  based  upon  an  exhibition  of  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  Commission,  and  upon  a  statement  made  in  open  court  in  the 
presence  of  ooimsel  for  the  carrier  of  the  -serviees  rendered  before  the 
Commission  and  in  the  action,  and  such  transcript  and  statement  )iave 
not  been  made  a  part  of  the  record,  ,and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
carrier  offered  any  evidence  tending  to  show  what  would  be  a  reason- 
able allowanoe,  or  that  it  made  any  injection  or  exception  other  than 
an  exception  to  the  allowance  of  any  fee.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
Rq).  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

23.  Under  the  New  Hampshire  statute  (Laws  1913,  chap.  145,  §  22)^ 
the  supreme  court  upon  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Commission 
cannot  give  consideration  to  any  point  not  set  out  in  the  motion  for 
rehearing  unless  the  court  has,  for  good  reasons,  allowed  the  appellant 
to  specify  additional  grounds.  Boston  &  M«  R.  Co.  ▼.  State,  P.U.R* 
1915C,  26  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  437,  93  AtL  306). 

d,  ConcVusivenesa  of  findkngs  of  Uncer  court  or  ConwUsaian. 

24.  The  refusal  of  a  court  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  gas  rates 
fixed  by  municipal  ordinance  upon  the  conclusion  reached  that  a  re- 
turn of  6  per  cent  per  annimi  on  the  valuation  of  the  gas  company's 
property  would  not  be  confiscatory  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal,— 
especially  where  the  ordinance  was  attacked  before  an  opportunity  was 
afforded  to  test  its  results  by  actual  experience.  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v. 
Des  Moines,  P.U.R.1915D,  677  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  153,  59  L.  ed.  1244,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811,  modifying  199  Fed.  204). 

25.  An  order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  which  does  not 
contravene  any  constitutional  limitation,  and  is  within  the  constitu- 
tional and  statutory  authority  of  that  body,  and  is  not  unsupported  by 
testimony,  cannot  be  set  aside  by  the  courts,  as  it  is  only  the  exercise 
of^an  authority  which  the  law  vests  in  the  Commission.  Pennsylvania 
Co.  V.  United  States,  P.U.R.1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  351,  59  L.  ed. 
616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370,  affirming  214  Fed.  445). 

26.  The  findings  of  the  state  court  showing  that  the  fare  paid  by  an 
interstate  passenger  was  less  than  the  amount  due  under  the  applicable 
published  rates  are  conclusive  on  the  federal  Supreme  Court  on  writ 
of  error  to  the  state  court,  where  the  carrier's  tariffs  are  not  included 
in  the  record.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Maxwell,  P.U.R.1915C,  300 
(S.  C.  237  U.  S.  94,  59  L.  ed.  863,  L.R.A.1916E,  665,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
494). 

27.  Under  §  67  of  the  public  utility  act,  the  findings  and  conclusions 
of  the  Commission  upon  questions  of  fact  are  conclusive,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  review.  Oro  Electric  Corp.  ▼«  Railroad  Commissicm,  P.U.R. 
1916C,  191  (8.  C.  169  CaL  466,  147  Pac  118), 
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28.  An  order  of  the  Pnblic  Utilities  CommiBsion  relating  to  the 
number  of  iBtreet  railway  tracks  and  the  kind  of  rails  to  be  used,  on  a 
new  bridge  used  jointly  by  the  city  and  a  street  railway  company,  is 
an  administrative  matter,  and  wiU  not  be  interfered  with  by  the  courts 
where  it  appears  to  have  been  made  after  hearing  regularly  had  and 
is  supported  by  evidence.    Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R.1915E,  294  (S.  C. 

—  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

29.  The  court  cannot  interfere  with  an  order  of  the  Commission 
which  has  a  substimtial  basis  in  the  evidence  produced  before  the  Com^ 
mission.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  K.  Co.  v.  State  Public  Utilities  Commis- 
sion, P.U.R.1916D,  133  (8.  C.  268  111.  49,  108  N.  E.  729). 

30.  The  Michigan  supreme  court  on  appeal  will  not  interfere  with 
an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  requiring  railroads  to  establish 
a  through  route  and  joint  rate  for  passengers,  where  the  testimony  be^ 
fore  the  Commission  was  sufficient  to  support  its  conclusion  of  fact 
that  there  was  no  existing  satisfactory  through  route.  Oraifd  Rapids 
k  I.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Michigan  R.  Commission  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916F,  805. 

31.  A  finding  of  the  Corporation  Commission  that  the  rates  charged 
by  certain  railway  companies  on  shipments  of  live  stock  between  points 
within  the  state  are  so  unreasonably  high  compared  to  charges  made 
for  similar  service  in  other  states  where  competing  markets  are  located 
and  for  similar  service  on  interstate  shipments  to  such  competing  mar- 
kets, as  to  result  in  an  unjust  discrimination  against  industries  and 
markets  located  within  the  state,  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  to 
this  court,  where  there  is  evidence  reasonably  tending  to  support  such 
finding,    Atkinson,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915D,  24  (S.  C. 

—  Okla.  — ,  148  Pac.  144). 

32.  An  order  of  the  Corporation  Commission  prescribing  a  schedule 
of  rates  to  be  charged  on  shipments  of  live  stock  suitable  for  packing- 
house purposes  will  not  be  set  aside  on  appeal  as  unreasonable,  unjust, 
and  confiscatory,  where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  the  cost  of  service 
for  which  the  rates  are  to  be  charged,  or  the  capital  invested  by  the 
carriers  and  used  in  rendering  such  service,  and  fails  to  show  tHat  said 
rates  will  not  yield  a  sufficient  revenue  to  pay  the  cost  of  service 
for  which  they  are  charged,  and  to  enable  the  class  of  traffic  on  which 
they  are  charged  to  contribute  its  fair  and  just  share  of  the  revenue 
necessary  in  addition  to  paying  the  expenses  of  service  and  general 
maintenance  of  the  carrier's  road,  to  enable  the  carrier  to  receive  a 
reasonable  dividend  upon  the  value  of  the  investment  used  in  main- 
taining such  service.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R. 
1915D,  24  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  148  Pac.  144). 

33.  The  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  service  •corporation 
by  a  Commission  cannot  be  set  aside  unless  grave  errors  in  arriving  at 
it,  which  seriously  affect  the  final  result,  are  shown.  Oshkosh  Water- 
works Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis. 
— ,  162  N.  W.  859). 

34.  The  Wisconsin  statute  (§§  1797m84  and  1797m70)  requires  some- 
thing more  than  a  mere  preponderance  of  the  evidence  to  overthrow 
the  findings  of  the  Railroad  Oonunission,  since  it  requires  thai  the 
evidence  of  error  must  be  "dear  and'  satisfactory,"  or  error  must  b« 
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establiBhed  "to  the  full  satisfaction  of  thd  eourt,"  in  order  to  war- 
rant the  court  to  declare  the  findings  unlawful.  Oshkoah  Waterworks 
Co.  Y.  Railroad  Commission,  P.UJ&.1916D,  836  <S.  C.  —  Wis.  —,  162 
N.  W.  869). 

36.  The  finding  of  the  Commission  allowing  12  per  cent  for  engi- 
neering expenses,  whiich  finding  was  approved  by  the  trial  court,  will 
not  be  disturbed  upon  review  by  the  supreme  court.  Duluth  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  0.  —  Wis.  — ,  152 
N.  W.  887). 

36.  The  supreme  court  cannot  disturb  a  finding  of  the  Commission 
as  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates  charged  by  a  public  utility  Vhich  find- 
ing has  been  approved  by  the  trial  court,  unless  it  appears  that  the 
decision  is  clearly  wrong.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  CMnmission, 
P.U.R.1916D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

37.  The  court  will  not,  on  appeal,  disturb  the  order  of  the  Board  in 
fixing  a  rate  for  the  use  of  a  county  bridge  by  a  street  railway  com- 
pany, unless  it  be  unreasonable,  or  based  upon  some  illegal  principle, 
or  lacks  evidential  support.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  v.  Public.  Utility 
Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  224  (8.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  260,  93  Atl.  685). 

F.  Parties. 

38.  Under  the  Xew  Hampshire  statute  (Laws  of  1913,  chapter  145, 
§  22 ) ,  the  Commission  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  an  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court  fr«m  an  order  of  the  Commission.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  25  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306). 

VI.  Procedure, 

Eff'ect  of  pending  appeal  upon  motion  to  vacate  order  of  Commission, 
see  Pbocedure,  8. 

39.  An  order  of  a  Federal  district  court,  properly  refusing  to  grant 
in  the  broad  terms  prayed  for  in  the  petition  and  the  motion  for  the 
writ,  a  writ  of  mandamus  sought  by  the  United  States  under  the  act  of 
February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  386,  chap.  104),  §  20,  as  amended  by 
the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  684,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat. 
1913,  §  8563),  requiring  carriers  to  permit  the  inspection  and  examina- 
tion of  accounts,  reports,  and  memoranda,  by  special  agents  of  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission,  should  not  be  reversed  by  the  Federal 
Supreme  Court  so  as  to  permit  a  grant  of  relief  within  the  limits  which 
the  statute  permits,  where  the  petition  was  dismissed  by  the  court  be- 
low without  prejudice,  so  that  a  new  proceeding  may  be  started,  asking 
for  such  inspection  as  the  law  allows.  United  States  ex  rel.  McReynolds 
V.  Louisville  A;  N.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  247  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  318,  69 
L.  ed.  598,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,  affirming  212  Fed.  486). 

40.  Upon  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  dismissing  the  petition  of  a 
city  in  certiorari  to  review  the  order  of  a  Public  Service  Commission 
upon  the  ground  that  certiorari  was  not  the  proper  remedy,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  remand  the  case  to  the  lower  court  for  findings  of  fact,  if 
the  petition  of  the  city  alleging  that  the  rates  fixed  were  too  high 
was  heard  together  with  a  petition  of  the  gas  company  that  the  same 
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rates  were  too  low,  and  the  court  thereupon  made  findings  of  fact 
which  revealed  its  view  that  the  rate  was  substantially  correct  on  both 
sides.  Passaic  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915E,  626  (87  N.  J.  L. 
105,  L.R.A.--,  — ,  95  Atl.  127). 

41.  Upon  the  vacation  by  the  supreme  court,  of  an  order  of  the 
Commission  dismissing  a  petition  for  the  sale  of  the  properties  of  two 
existing  utilities  to  a  third,  upon  the  ground  that  such  a  sale  was  not 
for  the  public  good,  and  upon  the  remand  of  the  case  to  the  Commission 
for  further  proceedings,  the  Commission  was  directed  to  proceed  with 
the  case  precisely  as  they  would  if  the  present  conclusion  as  to  the 
public  good  had  been  announced  by  them.  Grafton  County  Electric  Light 
&  P.  Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  1064  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  639,  94  Atl.  193.). 

APPBARANCE. 

Waiver  of  notice  of  hearing  by,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

APPLIANCES. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to  owners  of  appliances,  as  discrimination, 

see  Discrimination,  100-105. 
Effect  of  purchase  by  consumers  in  reliance  upon  low  rates,  see 

Rates,  128,  129. 
Rule  requiring  subscriber  to  own  appliances  before  service,  see 

Service,  360. 
Allowance  for  money  invested  in  as  working  capital,  see  Valu* 

ATION,  264. 

APPUANCE  STORE. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  maintenance  of,  see  Apportionkent,  6. 

APPLICATION. 

Procedure  upon  application  for  franchise,  see  Franohisbs,  6. 
Notice  of  application  for  franchise,  see  Franchises,  6. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  written  application  for  service,  see 
SisvicE,  136-138. 

APPORTIOITBIENT. 

I.  In  case  of  a  single  utility ,  1^40, 

a.  In  general,  1,  2. 

b.  Particular  utilities,  3'-40. 

1.  Electricity,   8,    4. 

2.  Gas,   S—8, 

3.  Interurhan  railway,  P» 

4.  Natural  gas,  10,  11, 

(a)  Expenses,  10. 
Cb)   Investment,  11. 
6,  Railroads,   12^20. 
(a)  In  general,  12, 
(h)  Expenses,  13—15, 
(c)   Earnings,   ie-~20. 
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I.  a. — continued. 

6,  Telephones,  21—23, 

(a)   Expenses,  21,  22* 
(h)   Investment,  23, 

7,  Water,  24-29. 

(a)   In  general,  24—24o. 
(h)   Expenses,  26—27, 
(c)   Investment,  28,  29, 

8,  Companies  operating  several  utilities,  SO^^^O, 
tK  In  case  of  joint  enterprise,  41—89. 

a.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  41—44, 
h.  Crossings,  45—58, 

1.  Construction  of  crossings,  46—60, 

(a)  Highway  across  railroad,  46,  46, 

(b)  Steam  railroad  and  street  railway,  47—60, 

2,  Elimination  of  grade  crossings,  61—67, 
8,  Protection  at  crossings,  68, 

c.  Construction  and  maintenance  of  highway  bridges  used 

by  electric  railway,  69—66, 

d.  Joint  use  of  tracks,  07—73, 

e.  Revenues  for  carrying  transfer  passenger,  74, 

f.  Expense  of  changes  necessitated  by  the  constru€ftion  of 

high  voltage  trtuismission  line,  76. 

g.  Physical  connection  of  telephones,  76—86* 

1,  Expenses,  70—81, 

2.  Earnings,  82—86. 

h.  Telephone  switching  service,  80—89. 

1,  Expenses,   80—88, 

2.  Earnings,  89, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1916F,  Appendix,  1053. 
I.  In  case  of  a  single  utility, 

a.  In  general. 

For  rate-making  purposes  of  investment  and  expenses  where  business 

is  undeveloped,  see  Rates,  476. 
Necessity  for  proper  apportionment  between  departments  of  utility  in 

determining  rate  of  return  for  one  department,  see  Rettubn,  147. 

1.  The  manner  in  which  expenses  are  divided  between  management 
and  other  accounts  is  not  so  very  material  to  the  public,  but  the  total 
cost  of  service  must  be  maintained  within  reasonable  limits.  CJharles- 
worth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

2.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  of 
one  of  two  departments  of  a  public  service  corporation,  an  apportion- 
ment of  general  expenses  between  them,  item  by  item,  is  preferable  to 
a  lump  percentage  assignment  to  each  department.  Commercial  Club  v. 
Missouri  Public  UtUities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1017. 
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b.  JPartictUar  utilitie9» 

1.  Electrieity, 

8.  In  determining  the  cost  of  electric  lighting  serrice,  the  Commis* 
Bion  apportioned  65  per  cent  of  the  total  costs  to  capacity  and  36  per 
cent  to  output  expenses.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1015A,  1050. 

4.  In  a  valuation  for  rate  making  purposes  the  combined  electric 
plants  of  two  companies  and  the  expenses  of  operation  were  apportion^ 
as  between  different  classes  of  service  and  consumers,  and  as  between 
various  rate  schedules  upon  bases  elaborated  and  discussed  in  the  opin- 
ion.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Ore.)  P.UJ1.1915D, 
855. 

2.  Gas, 

5.  In  fixing  rates  for  gas  consumed  in  a  city  through  a  transmis- 
sion line  from  a  central  plant  located  at  another  place,  it  was  held 
that  the  most  reasonable  method  would  be  to  surcharge  the  production 
cost  of  gas  at  the  central  plant,  including  all  reasonable  fixed  and 
operating  charges  incurred  in  the  manufacture,  with  the  operating 
costs  of  distribution  in  the  city,  and  to  employ  as  the  basis  of  the 
return  only  the  fair  value  of  the  property  used  and  useful  for  gas- 
making  purposes  in  the  city.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  Elec- 
tric Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916F,  23^. 

6.  The  rent  of  a  gas  company's  office,  also  used  as  an  appliance 
store,  is  a  reasonable  operating  expense,  although  to  the  extent  to 
which  the  office  is  used  as  an  appliance  store  the  rent  is  an  expense 
connected  with  the  sale  of  appliances,  and  only  the  net  loss,  if  any, 
incurred  thereby,  should  be  introduced  as  an  operating  expense.  Re 
Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

7.  The  number  of  demand  units  for  gas  service  should  be  deter- 
mined with  reference  to  the  relative  capacities  of  tiie  different  meters 
in  use,  rather  than  with  reference  merely  to  the  number  of  meters  in 
use.    Re  Wildwood,  A.  &  H.  B.  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  342. 

8.  In  estimating  the  costs  of  gas  service  in  order  to  determine  the 
reasonableness  of  a  proposed  minimum  charge,  certain  expenses,  such 
as  commercial  administration,  work  on .  consumers'  premises,  salaries, 
and  expenses  of  general  offices  and  general  office  clubs,  general  office 
supplies  expenses,  and  miscellaneous  general  expenses,  should  be  appor- 
tioned in  accordance  with  the  extent  to  which  they  are  proportionate 
to  the  number  of  customers  or  to  the  demand  on  the  plant,  rather 
than  placed  in  one  class  or  the  other  without  attempt  at  division.  Re 
Wildwood,  A.  &  H.  B.  Gas  C.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  342. 

3.  Interurban  railway, 

0.  In  testing  the  reasonableness  of  eleotric  railway  fares  between 
a  city  and  particular  stations,  the  Oregon  Commission  selected  an  iUvm" 
trative  station  and  ascertained  the  cost  and  revenue  derivable  from 
passenger  traffic  to  the  station  by  making  an  apportionment  of  the 
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operatiiig  ezpeBoes  ma  a  whole  between  freight  and  paaienger  serriee, 
and  a  similar  apportionment  by  looalitiee  and  classes  of  serTice,  as 
between  traflSc  moying  between  the  city  and  the  station,  traffic  moving 
beyond  the  station  and  industrial  switching  operations  in  the  city, 
taking  the  sums  so  apportioned  to  the  station  and  apportioning  them 
between  freight,  passenger,  and  express  business.  Tualatin  Valley 
Transp.  Asso.  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  809. 

4.  Natural  gas. 

(a)   Expenses, 

10.  Taxes  assessed  against  the  property  of  a  natural  gas  company 
supplying  several  communities  should  not  be  apportioned  between  the 
communities  on  an  investment  basis,  where  they  are  paid  upon  a  gross 
revenue  baais.    Be  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

(h)  Investment, 

11.  An  apportionment  of  the  investment  in  gas  and  transmission 
lines,  whereby  14.5  per  cent  of  the  total  cost  is  prorated  to  a  city  the 
patrons  in  which  consume  only  5.7  per  cent  of  the  total  amount  of  gas 
transmitted  through  the  lines,  places  an  undue  burden,  upon  such  pa* 
trons.     Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

^.  Railroads, 

(a)  In  general, 

12.  The  determination  of  the  propriety  of  intrastate  passenger  fares 
in  any  fundamentally  accurate  fashion  requires  the  subdivision  of  the 
total  intrastate  investment,  earnings,  and  expenses,  and  a  proper  appor- 
tionment of  the  same  to  passenger  traffic,  as  distinguished  from  freight, 
mail,  and  express  traffic.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R 
1915B,  362. 

(h)  Expenses, 

13.  Some  of  the  most  important  items  of  operating  expense  do  not 
allot  themselves  between  freight  and  passenger  traffic,  but  can  only 
be  apportioned  upon  some  arbitrary  basis.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

14.  Operating  expense  per  train  mile  was  assumed  to  be  more  than 
twice  as  great  for  freight  service  as  for  passenger  service,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  average  revenue  per  revenue  train  mile  for  freight  traffic 
was  $4.30  and  the  average  revenue  per  revenue  train  mile  for  passenger 
traffic  was  $1.91,  although  it  was  recognised  that  upon  any  accurate 
analysis  of  operating  expenses,  such  results  would  be  extremely  im- 
probable.   Railroad  Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

15.  Freight  traffic  should  not  be  made  to  bear  a  portion  of  the 
ezpensa  which  ia  properly  incidental  to  passenger  traffic,  but  each 
branch  of  the  service  should  contribute  the  proper  share  of  the  cost  of 
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operation  and  of  return  upon  the  property  devoted  to  the  pubHe  use 
Railroad  Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

(c)  Earning^. 

16.  It  is  proper  to  apportion  railroad  earnings  on  a  mileage  basis 
between  the  main  line  and  a  branch  line.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste. 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D. 
221,  152  N.  W.'613). 

17.  In  an  apportionment  of  revenues  of  a  railroad  system  on  a 
mileage  basis  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  a  branch  line  is 
operated  at  a  loss,  consideration  should  be  given  the  usual  contention 
that  rates  involving  branch-line  service  are  made  relatively  higher  per 
mile  than  main-line  rates  to  compensate  for  the  relatively  higher  cost 
of  operation,  and  compensated  mileage  should  be  allowed  the  branch 
line  instead  of  straight  mileage.  Carnegie  Brick  k  Pottery  Co.  t. 
Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

18.  A  branch  line  of  a  railroad  is  not  shown  to  hav^  been  operated 
at  a  loss  where  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  revenue  has  been 
apportioned  on  a  straight  mileage  basis,  instead  of  on  a  compensated 
mileage  basis,  and  that  certain  general  operating  expenses  have  not 
been  apportioned.  Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1079. 

19.  It  is  improper  to  take  the  passenger  business  of  a  railroad 
and  attempt  to  segregate  it  as  between  the  earnings  in  daylight  and 
at  night,  in  order  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  special  theater 
tickets  sold  only  after  6  o'clock  p.  m.,  since  each  passenger  traveling, 
whether  in  the  daytime  or  at  night,  should  pay  a  reasonable  rate  which 
will  contribute  reasonably  to  the  support  of  the  property;  and  there- 
fore, in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  such  rates,  the  operating 
revenues  and  expenses  for  the  entire  operation,  both  in  daytime  and  at 
night  must  be  considered.  Re  Peninsular  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
763. 

20.  Earnings  which  cannot  be  readily  separated  between  freight  and 
passenger  traffic lare  so  small  comparatively  that  they  may  be  appor- 
tioned on  the  basis  of  those  receipts  which  can  be  actually  separated, 
without  materially  affecting  the  accuracy  of  the  final  result.  Railroad 
Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

6,  Telephones* 

(a)    Expenses. 

21.  The  division  of  central  office  telephone  expenses  op  a  per  station 
basis  is  an  unreliable  method  of  computing  telephone  rates,  since  such 
expenses  are  in  a  large  measure  dependent  upon  the  number  of  sub- 
scribers served  which  may  be  determined  by  a  "peg  count"  or  traffio 
study  of  the  calls  handled  through  the  exchange.  Re  Moweaqua  Teleph. 
Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916E,  857. 

22.  In  apportioning  telephone  central  office  expense  between  city  and 
rural-service  subscribers,  consideration  must  be  given  to  the  fact  that 
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operating  expeoBet  are  largely  governed  by  the  amount  of  traffic,  and 
not  altogether  by  the  number  of  subscribers  served.  Re  Mt.  Carmel 
Teleph.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1016B,  645. 

(^)  Investment. 

23.  No  part  of  the  valuation  of  the  rural  lines  of  a  telephone  com- 
pany should  be  charged  to  a  city  exchange,  nor  should  any  part  of  the 
valuation  of  the  city  exchange  be  charged  to  the  rural  lines  in  deter- 
mining the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  of  the  company  for  a  city  service, 
where  a  statute  provides  that  rural  telephone  lines  shall  receive  service 
at  a  city  exchange  upon  the  payment  of  25  cents  per  month  for  each 
telephone  instrument  on  the  rural  party  line  connected.  Re  Webster 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  516. 

7.  Water. 

^  (a)  In  general. 

24.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  reasonable  water  rates  for  a 
city,  the  money  received  from  a  suburban  community  was  deducted  from 
the  revenues  of  the  company,  and  the  value  of  the  investment  therein 
deducted  from  the  property  of  the  company,  where  the  return  upon  its 
investment  was  much  lower  in  such  suburb  than  in  the  city.  Re  Bound 
Brook  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 

24a.  The  output  charge  of  a  municipal  water  plant  is  represented  by 
the  operating  expenses  of  the  plant.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  561. 

24b.  The  output  expenses  of  a  water  plant  are  those  directly  depend- 
ent upon  the  amount  of  water  pumped.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

24c.  The  capacity  expenses  of  a  water  plant  are  those  which  do  not 
change  to  any  great  extent  with  increase  or  decrease  of  the  amount  of 
water  pumped,  but  are  influenced  by  the  capacity  of  the  plant  and  the 
demands  upon  it.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  ft  Electric  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJ1.1915B,  1005. 

(h)    Expenses. 

25.  In  apportioning  the  output  charge  of  a  municipal  water  plant 
between  fire  protection  service  and  general  service,  the  Indiana  C>>m« 
mission  compared  the  total  amount  of  water  used  for  fire  protection 
with  the  total  amount  of  water  used  for  domestic  and  industrial  serv' 
ice  during  the  past  year.    Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

26.  In  apportioning  the  capacity  expenses  of  a  municipal  water 
plant  between  the  city  fire  protection  service  and  the  general  service, 
the  Indiana  Commission  considered  the  maximum  capacity  required  to 
operate  the  pumping  machinery  to  its  greatest  extent  as  compared  with 
the  maximum  daily  consumption  for  other  than  fire  service.  Apple  v. 
Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916C,  561. 

27.  The  expenses  chargeable  to  output  must  be  assessed  against  the 
amount  of  pumpmge  for  which  revenue  may  be  reasonably  expected. 
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water  unaccounted  for  bj  reason  of  unknown  or  unaToidable  leakage 
being  eliminated.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gaa  &  Eleotrio  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  1006. 

(o)  Investment* 

28.  A  segregation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  supplying  a 
city  and  an  oil  field  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  amounts  used  may  be 
unfair  to  the  city,  where  it  appears  that  if  the  use  of  the  waters  in 
the  oil  field  should  cease,  the  city  would  be  charged  with  the  entire 
value  of  the  property,  which  would  be  more  than  would  be  necessary 
for  the  service.  Ooalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
i915A,  676. 

29.  The  value  of  operating  and  nonoperating  water  powers  and  land 
was  apportioned  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  between  the 
leased  tracts  and  the  nonleased  tracts  by  a  consideration  of  the  relative 
amount  of  property  contributed  by  the  fee-simple  ownership.  Campbell 
V.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  866^ 

8,  Companies  operating  several  utilities. 

30.  In  a  combined  gas  and  electric  business  the  costs  should  be  so 
apportioned  and  the  prices  so  adjusted  that  the  consumers  of  one  de- 
partment will  not  have  to  assume  any  of  the  costs  properly  belonging 
to  consumers  of  the  other  department.  Re  Lawrence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

31.  Security  discounts  resulting  from  the  inability  of  a  utility  to 
sell  its  bonds  because  of  the  unprofitableness  of  its  gas  plant  cannot  be 
charged  against  electrical  operation.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  747. 

32.  In  fixing  the  electric  and  water  rates,  including  charges  for 
municipal  service,  of  a  utility  also  operating  a  street  railroad,  it  was 
held  necessary  to  apportion  the  property  in  common  use  and  the  com* 
mon  expenses  between  the  three  departments,  and  further  to  separate 
street  lighting  from  commercial  light  and  power,  anr^  fire  hydrants  fr<nB 
domestic  use  of  water.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  612. 

33.  The  common  expenses  of  the  electric  and  water  departments  of 
a  utility,  such  as  salary  of  general  officer  and  office  clerks,  general 
office  supplies  and  expenses,  rent,  legal  expense,  stable  expense,  and 
revenue  and  corporation  taxes,  were  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  gross 
revenue;  liability  insurance  on  the  basis  of  pay  rolls;  and  real  and  per- 
sonal taxes  on  the  basis  of  the  present  depreciated  values  of  the  planta 
Re  Ft.  Scott  &  K.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  612. 

34.  The  value  of  property  used  in  common  by  the  electric,  water, 
and  street  railway  departments  of  a  utility  was  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  use,  as  by  apportioning  respectively  the  boiler  plant  and  elec« 
trie  equipment  on  the  basis  of  the  estimated  average  amount  of  steam 
and  electricity  used  by  each  department.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat, 
Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  512. 

85.  The  cost  of  coal  was  apportioned  between  the  ioe  and  electric  de- 
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pftrtmeBts  of  a  public  aerrioe  c<xrporation  in  a  rate  proceeding  on  tbe. 
basis  of  one  fourth  of  a  pound  of  coal  to  produce  one  pound  of  ice.    Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

36.  Boilers  used  in  the  teanrioe  of  tbe  eleotrical  and  ice  departments 
of  a  public  utility,  must  be  properly  apportioned  between  them  in  a 
rate  proceeding.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Ca 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

36a.  In  ascertaining  the  earnings  of  one  of  the  two  departments  of  a 
utility  which  is  one  of  four  public  service  corporations  owned  by  sub* 
stantially  the  same  interests,  with  substantially  the  same  general  or- 
ganization conducting  the  four  businesses  jointly,  with  many  expenses 
in  common,  the  intercorporate  relations  must  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion, assigning  to  each  company  its  direct  revenues  and  expenses,  ap- 
portioning between  them  the  expenses  common  to  all,  and  also  appor- 
tioning the  expense  common  to  both  departments.  Re  Macon  R.  &,  Light 
Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915E,  648. 

37.  In  ascertaining  the  earnings  of  one  of  the  two  departments  of  a 
utility  which  is  one  of  several  public  service  corporations  jointly  man- 
aged with  many  expenses  in  common,  the  Georgia  Commission  ap- 
portioned the  common  expenses  between  the  corporations  upon  the  basis 
of  the  percentage  of  the  gross  earnings  of  each  company  to  the  total 
of  all,  and,  using  the  siuns  apportioned  to  the  particular  utility,  appor- 
tioned the  expenses  common  to  both  departments  in  a  similar  manner. 
Re  Macon  Railway  &  Light  Co.   (Ga.)   P.U.R.1915E,  648. 

38.  In  ascertaining  the  earnings  from  the  commercial  and  residential 
lighting  and  power  business  of  a  utility  which  also  supplied  the  mu- 
nicipality with  light  and  operated  a  street  railway,  the  Georgia  Com- 
mission apportioned  the  total  tax  charges  upon  the  basis  of  the  per- 
centage of  the  book  cost  value  of  the  electric  light  and  power  property, 
including  the  municipal  system,  to  the  total  book  cost  value  of  all 
property,  distributing  the  charge  against  the  electric  department  be- 
tween the  commercial  and  residential  lighting  and  retail  power,  and 
municipal  lighting,  upon  a  similar  percentage  basis.  Re  Macon  R.  & 
Light  Co.  (Ga,)  P.U.R.1915E,  648. 

30., The  construction  necessary  for  the  extension  of  the  lines  of  a 
gas  %nd  electric  company  to  certain  consumers  was  apportioned  be- 
tween the  company  and  the  consumers,  and  the  company  wa:  ordered 
to  complete  its  portion  thereof  within  twenty  days  after  completion 
by  the  consumers,  where  it  appeared,  after  consideration  of  the  costs 
of  extending  such  service  and  probable  revenue  therefrom,  that  it  would 
be  unreasonable  to  require  the  company  to  extend  the  service  entirely  at 
its  on  expense.  Warren  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  702. 

40.  Property  devoted  to  the  production  and  distribution  of  electricity, 
to  steam  heating,  and  to  the  operation  of  a  street  railway,  the  service 
all  being  from  one  power  house,  should  not  be  segregated,  but  should 
be  treated  as  one  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  elec- 
tricity, where  it  appears  that  the  railway  is  necessarily  operated  at  a 
loss,  and  that  it  is  not  the  desire  of  tbe  citizens  of  the  municipality  to 
have  it  abandoned,  which  would  have  to  be  done  if  its  losses  were  not 
recouped  from  the  earnings  of  the  property  devoted  to  the  production 
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of  electric  energy.    Ft  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Ck>.  ▼.  Ft  Scott  (Kan.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

II,  In  ca9e  of  joint  enterprUe. 

a.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission* 

41.  The  Maine  Commission  has  no  power  to  apportion  between  a 
city  and  a  street  railway,  the  expense  of  rebuyding  and  strengthening 
a  bridge  where  the  city  under  contract  with  the  railway  company  had 
performed  the  work,  made  the  bridge  safe,  and  paid  the  expense,  since 
the  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  51,  §  75)  gives  the  Commission  jurisdic- 
tion only  in  case  of  bridges  in  an  unsafe  condition.  Augusta  v.  Lewis- 
ton,  A,  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  488. 

42.  The  Maine  Public  Service  Commission,  not  otherwise  having 
jurisdiction  of  a  petition  to  apportion  between  a  city  and  a  street  rail- 
way company  the  cost  of  repairs  to  a  city  bridge  made  by  the  city 
pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  the  company,  is  not  given  jurisdiction 
by  a  prayer  of  the  petition  that  the  Commission  determine  whether 
additional  repairs  are  necessary  for  the  public  safety,  where  the  repairs 
are  completed  and  there  is  no  allegation  that  public  safety  requires 
additional  repairs.  Augusta  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1915F,  260   (S.  C.  —  Me.  — ,  95  Atl.  267). 

43.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
apportion  the  cost  of  repairs  to  a  city  bridge  used  by  a  street  railroad 
company  is  dependent  upon  and  limited  by  the  statutes  (Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  51,  §  75;  Public  Acts  of  1913,  chap.  129,  §  71),  which  empower 
it  to  determine  the  necessity  of  such  repairs  and  to  apportion  the  cost. 
Augusta  V.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  260  (S.  C. 
—  Me.  —,  96  Atl.  267). 

44.  The  Maine  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
apportion  the  cost  of  repairs  of  a  city  bridge  used  by  a  street  railroad 
company,  which  have  been  made  by  the  city  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
with  the  company  that  the  cost  is  to  be  apportioned  as  may  thereafter 
be  determined,  under  statutes  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  51,  §  75;  Public  Acts 
1913,  chap.  129,  §  71)  empowering  the  Commission  to  determine  the 
necessity  of  repairs  and  to  apportion  "such"  expense  between  the  par- 
ties, since  the  Commission  can  apportion  only  the  expense  of  repairs - 
made  upon  their  determination,  and  the  parties  cannot  by  waiving  such 
determination  empower  the  Commission  to  make  an  apportionment. 
AugusU  V.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  260  (S.  C.  — 
Me.— ,95  Atl.  267). 

h.  Crossings. 

1,  Construction  of  crossings. 

(a)  Highway  across  railroad, 

45.  A  new  highway  laid  out  by  a  town  to  cross  a  railroad  was  or- 
dered to  cross  at  grade,  separation  being  impracticable,  the  cost  there- 
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of  to  be  borne  equally  by  the  town  and  railroad  company.    Remington 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.RJ916A,  147. 

46.  A  town  and  state  will  not  be  required  to  reimburse  a  railroad 
for  a  part  of  its  expense  of  resiurfacing  a  highway,  where  it  was  ren- 
dered necessary  because  the  original  surfacing  was  not  properly  done 
and  did  not  comply  with  the  order  of  the  Commission.  Boston  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  Norwich  (Vt.)  P.UJC.1916F,  944. 

(h)  Stea^  railroad  and  street  railwajf. 

47.  The  California  Commission  will  make  no  departure  from  its 
usual  practice,  found  to  be  just  and  reasonable  in  other  cases,  with 
respect  to  the  burden  of  the  expense  of  the  maintenance  of  a  railroad 
crossing,  simply  because  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  junior  road 
is  a  municipal  corporation  as  well  as  a  common  carrier.  Re  San  Fran- 
cisco  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915B,  938. 

48.  Upon  granting  an  application  of  a  municipality  owning  and 
operating  a  street-railway  to  cross  the  tracks  of  a  steam  railroad  at 
grade,  the  municipality  was  required  to  bear  the  expense  of  maintaining 
such  crossing  in  good  condition,  and,  in  the  event  of  its  failure  to  do 
so,  the  steam  railroad  company  was  given  permission  to  do  the  work, 
billing  to  the  municipality  the  expense  thereof  plus  10  per  cent  to  be 
added  to  the  labor  items  to  cover  supervision  and  use  of  tools  except 
as  otherwise  stipulated  in  the  franchise  ordinance.  Re  San  Francisco 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  938. 

49.  Upon  granting  permission  to  a  steam  railroad  company  to  lay 
its  tracks  across  those  of  a  street  railway  company,  it  was  provided 
that  the  cost  of  maintaining  paving  between  tracks  at  such  crossing 
should  be  borne  solely  by  the  former  company,  although  this  expense 
had  previously  been  borne  by  the  latter  company,  the  reason  for  the 
ruling  being  that  the  operation  of  locomotives  and  heavy  freight  equip- 
ment across  the  track  intersections  would  considerably  shorten  the  life 
of  the  pavement.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJL1915C, 
1010. 

50.  In  granting  an  order  permitting  a  steam  railroad  company^  to 
lay  its  tracks  across  those  of  a  street  railway  company,  the  California 
Commission  will  not  apportion  the  expense  of  crossing  protection  where 
the  probability  of  maintaining  a  flagman  or  crossing  gates  is  remote, 
considering  the  speed  and  stoppage  restrictions.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1010. 

2.  Elimination  of  grade  cros9ing8. 

Abstract  of  oases  dealing  with  apportionment  of  expense  of  eliminating 
grade  crossings  and  providing  safety  devices  at  grade  crossings, 
P.UJl.l915i?',  170. 

51.  A  street  railway  company  should  bear  part  of  the  expense  of 
viaducts  constructed  under  railroad  tracks  for  the  purpose  of  separat- 
ing grade  crossings  formed  by  the  tracks  and  city 'streets  used  by  the 
street  railway,  where  the  street  railway  has  a  responsibility  correspond- 
ing with  its  enjoyment  of  not  only  a  concurrent  right  to  the  use  of  the 
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streets  with  the  general  public,  but  in  some  ways  of  a  superior  right  to 
their  use,  and  where  it  will  also  be  benefited  by  the  elimination  of  the 
danger  of  collisions  and  of  delays  to  its  cars  at  the  crossings.  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  t.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
(lU.)  P.U.R.1916F,  697. 

62.  A  town,  county,  and  state  were  not  required  to  bear  any  of  the 
cost  of  separating  grade  crossings  formed  by  railroad  tracks  and  streets 
of  the  town,  where  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  of  them  were  mu- 
nicipalities or  other  public  authorities  in  inteftst,  or  that  any  of  them 
was  sufficiently  interested  to  require  imposing  any  of  the  expense  on  it. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1015F,  697. 

53.  Upon  ordering  the  abolition  of  grade  crossings  formed  by  rail- 
road tracks  and  city  streets  used  by  a  street  railway  and  a  gas  utility, 
and  the  construction  of  a  viaduct  under  the  railroad  tracks,  the  cost  of 
constructing  the  subway,  excluding  changes  in  grade  of  railroad  tracks 
and  changes  in  street  car  tracks  outside  the  subway  areas,  was  appor- 
tioned 87i  per  cent  to  the  railroad  and  12^  per  cent  to  the  street  rail- 
way, after  deducting  the  expense  of  changes  in  gas  pipes,  water  pipes, 
sewer  pipes,  and  other  appurtenances  required  to  be  made  at  the  sole 
expense  of  the  city  or  gas  utility;  all  other  expenses  were  required  to 
be  borne  by  the  company  doing  the  work;  and  the  city  was  required 
to  assume  the  payment  of  all  property  damages.  State  Public  Utilities 
Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1915F, 
697. 

54.  The  cost  of  a  separation  of  the  grades  at  two  railroad  crossings 
in  a  city  was  divided  equally  between  the  city  and  the  railroad  com- 
panies.   Murphy  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  149. 

56.  Upon  ordering  the  "abolition  of  certain  grade  crossings,  the  rail- 
road company  was  directed  to  pay  all  costs,  including  compensation  to 
adjacent  property  owners.  Re  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  180. 

56.  Highway  changes  outside  of  a  railroad  right  of  way,  necessi- 
tated by  a  subway  crossing,  ordered  by  the  Commission,  were  directed 
to  1>e  made  at  the  expense  of  the  town,  it  appearing  that  the  grade  of 
the  highway  would  be  greatly  improved  by  the  proposed  alteration,  and 
that  the  advantages  of  a  subway  as  against  an  overhead  bridge  would 
accrue  chiefly  to  the  town.  Wilton  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  230. 

57.  The  cost  of  constructing  a  steel  bridge  over  the  tracks  of  a 
railroad  company  to  accommodate  a  new  county  road  was  ordered  to 
be  borne,  one  third  by  the  county,  and  two  thirds  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany. Harnett  (bounty  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  635. 

3.  Protection  at  crosainga. 

See  also  supra,  60. 

68.  A  company  constructing  a  ii€w  line  of  railroad,  crossing  three 
other  railroAdfl  at  grade,  was  ordered  to  pay  one  half  of  the  total  «z- 
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pense  of  maintaining  a  joint  interlocking  devioe  for  all,  the  others  be-^ 
ing  required  to  pay  but  <»e  aiKth  each,  under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  expense  of  maintaining  an  interlocking  device  at  the  crossing  of  a 
previously  eonatruoted  railroad  by  another  railroad  shall  be  equally, 
divided  between  them.  Ann  Arbor  B.  Co.  v.  Michigan  C.  K,  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1915A,  549. 

«•  Construction  an^  maintenance  of  hightpay  bridges  used  by 
'  electric  railway, 

59.  In  providing  for  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  a  bridge  be- 
tween a  municipality  and  a  street  railway  company  using  the  bridge 
under  a  statute  requiring  the  railway  company  to  pay  its  equitable  por- 
tion of  the  expense  of  constructing  the  bridge,  the  element  of  cost  of 
strengthening  the  bridge  for  street  railway  service  must  include  the 
cost  of  strengthening  the  entire  bridge,  and  not  merely  that  part  of 
the  bridge  over  which  the  cars  are  to  be  operated.  Appeal  of  Norwalk, 
P.U.R.1916E,  294  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

60.  Payment  by  a  railway  company  of  the  additional  cost  of  strength- 
ening  a  bridge  for  street  railway  service  does  not  meet  the  statutory 
obligation  to  pay  its  equitable  portion  of  the  expense  of  constructing  a 
bridge  used  by  it;  but  the  company  is  required  to  pay  its  equitable 
portion  of  the  expense  of  the  entire  bridge.  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R. 
1915E,  294  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

61.  In  determining  the  equitable  portion  of  the  expense  of  construct- 
ing a  new  city  bridge  which  a  street  railway  company,  using  the  bridge, 
is  required  to  pay,  the  prospective  benefit  to  the  company  and  the  pro- 
spective use  of  the  bridge  by  it,  as  well  as  the  present  use,  must  be 
taken  into  consideration.  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R.1915E,  294  (S.  C. 
—  Conn.—,  94  Atl.  988). 

62.  In  determining  the  equitable  portion  of  the  expense  of  construct- 
ing a  new  bridge  which  a  railway  company,  using  the  bridge,  is  re- 
quired to  pay,  the  following  considerations,  if  present,  should  be  taken 
into  account:  The  additional  cost  of  strengthening  the  entire  bridge 
for  street  railway  service;  the  increased  size  of  the  bridge  due  to  pro- 
vision for  an  additional  track  authorized  by  the  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission; the  part  of  the  surface  of  the  bridge  occupied  by  the  railway 
in  the  operation  of  ita  oars,  and  the  right  of  exclusive  use  of  that  part 
when  required  by  it;  the  permanent  occupation  of  the  bridge  by  its 
tracks,  poles,  wires,  and  overhead  equipment;  the  special  construction 
required  for  its  exclusive  service;  the  relative  use  of  that  part  of  the 
bridge  devoted  to  the  railway  traffic  by  the  railway  and  by  the  other 
traffic  thereon ;  the  relative  wear  and  tear  upon  the  bridge  and  its  draw 
by  the  railway  and  by  the  other  traffic  thereon;  the  character  and 
permanency  of  the  bridge  and  the  cost  of  its  maintenance  and  the  de- 
preciation upon  its  investment;  the  impaired  life  cost  of  the  bridge 
due  to  the  railway;  the  saving  to  the  railway  in  the  maintenance  and 
cost  of  operation;  the  decrease  in  liability  for  accidents  owing  to  the 
incareased  width  of  the  bridge  and  draw;  the  relief  from  congestion  due 
to  the  increased  widtii  of  the  draw,  and  the  saving  of  time  in  operation 
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of  cars  by  the  change  from  a  swinging  to  a  lift  draw.    Appeal  of  Norwalk 
P.UJ1.1915E,  294  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988  j. 

03.  In  apportioning  the  cost  of  a  bridge  between  a  municipality  and 
a  street  railway  company  using  the  bridge,  the  cost  to  the  railway  com- 
pany of  paying  should  not  be  considered  where  its  obligation  in  this  re« 
spect  is  governed  by  statute;  likewise  the  cost  of  rails,  ties,  ballast* 
wires,  cables,  and  other  special  work  is  not  to  be  considered  upon  the 
ground  that  these  are  ordinary  incidents  of  putting  the  railway  in  con- 
dition for  fulfilling  its  duty  of  operation.  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R. 
1915E,  294  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

04.  The  contribution  made  by  the  state  for  the  erection  of  a  new 
city  bridge  should  not  be  considered  in  determining  the  equitable  por- 
tion of  the  cost  of  construction  which  a  street  railway  company,  using 
the  bridge,  is  required  to  pay,  since  the  contribution  was  for  the  purpose 
of  relieving  the  city  from  a  part  of  the  cost  which  the  state  should 
bear,  upon  the  theory  that  bridges  upon  main  thoroughfares  are  of 
value  to  the  public  generally.  Appeal  of  Norwalk,  P.U.R.1915E,  294  (S. 
C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

05.  In  determining  the  railway  company's  portion  of  the  expense, 
exclusive  of  paving,  for  filling  the  approaches  to  a  bridge  erected  under 
a  statute  providing  for  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  the  bridge  be- 
tween a  mimicipality  and  a  street  railway  company  using  the  bridge, 
the  court  should  take  into  consideration  the  statute  providing  that  the 
railway  shall  conform  the  grade  of  its  tracks  to  the  established  grade 
of  the  highway  when  changed,  and  shall  pay  one  half  the  cost  of  neces- 
sary excavating,  filling,  resurfacing,  paving,  or  other  construction  work 
within  lines  2  feet  on  the  outside  of  each  outer  rail  of  such  tracks.  Ap- 
peal of  Norwalk,  P.U.R.1915E,  294   (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

00.  A  city  was  ordered  to  pay  two  thirds  and  a  street  railway  com- 
pany one  third  of  the  necessary  expense  of  repairing  a  highway  bridge 
over  which  the  tracks  of  the  street  railway  were  laid.  Re  Rockland 
(Me.)  P.U.R.3916E,  35. 

d.  Joint  use  of  tracks, 

07.  The  cost  of  maintenance  where  the  tracks  of  a  street  car  com- 
pany in  a  city  are  used  jointly  by  interurban  railway  companies 
should  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  car  mileage  operated  over 
the  local  system  by  the  Companies,  taking  into  consideration  that  the 
total  car  mileage  of  the  street  car  company  for  its  entire  system  is  to 
be  used,  and  that  interurban  cars  are  larger  and  heavier  than  street 
cars,  in  fixing  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  company  for  the 
use.  Joliet  k  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

08.  The  general  expenses  of  a  street  car  company  whose  tracks 
in  a  city  are  also  used  by  interurban  railway  annpaniea  should  be 
divided  on  the  basis  of  the  proportion  which  the  maintenance  expense 
charged  to  the  interurban  companies  bears  to  the  total  operating  ex- 
pense of  the  street  car  company,  and  not  on  the  basis  of  the  total 
revenue  derived  by  the  street  car  company  from  mil  sourtea,  in  fixlnf 
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the  rate  to  be  diarged  an  Imterurban  company  for  the  use.    Joliet  &.  SL 
Traction  Co.  v.  CJhicago  Hdghte  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  .P.U.R.1916F,  110. 

69.  Taxes  paid  by  a  street  car  company  whose  local  syst^n  is  joint- 
ly used  by  an  interurban  railway  company  should  be  apportioned  on 
a  car  mileage  basis,  where  the  taxes  are  based  upon  the  value  of  the 
street  car  system,  in  fixing  the  rate  to  be  charged  the  interurban 
company  for  the  use.  Joliet  &.  £.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street 
R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

70.  In  ascertaining  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway 
company  for  its  use  of  the  track  and  facilities  of  a  city  street  railway 
company,  consideration  must  be  given  the  value  of  the  property  jointly 
used  in  order  that  the  amount  to  be  allowed  for  interest  and  depre- 
ciation may  be  determined.  Joliet  &  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights 
Street  R.  O.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

71.  The  value  of  tracks  in  a  city  used  jointly  by  an  interurban 
railway  company  and  a  street  car  company,  and  tracks  used  jointly 
by  three  companies,  should  be  apportioned  upon  a  car  mileage  basis 
in  accordance  with  the  actual  use  that  each  company  makes  of  the 
tracks,  and  not  equally  between  the  companies,  in  fixing  the  rate  for 
the  use  by  the  interurban  company  which  owns  none  of  the  tracks.  Joliet 
k  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
110. 

72.  Consideration  must  be  given  to  the  fact  that  interurban  cars 
are  heavier  than  street  railway  cars,  in  apportioning  the  value  of 
street  car  tracks  jointly  used  by  interurban  cars,  in  fixing  the  rate 
to  be  charged  for  such  use.  Joliet  &,  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights 
Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

73.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company  used  by  an 
interurban  railway  in  a  city,  a  track  used  solely  by  the  latter  company 
must  be  considered  like  other  tracks  jointly  used  by  both  companies, 
where  the  track  is  a  portion  of  the  street  railway  system  serving 
the  business  district,  and  the  operation  of  the  cars  of  both  companies 
have  been  scheduled  to  effect  the  most  economical  use  of  the  system 
in  its  entirety,  and  where  it  is  probable  that  street  cars  would  be 
operated  over  the  track  should  occasion  so  require.  Joliet  &  E.  Trac- 
tion Co.  V.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  110. 

e.  Revenues  for  carrying  transfer  passenger, 

74.  Upon  directing  the  establishment  of  a  joint  5  cent  fare  with- 
in the  city  limits,  by  giving  and  honoring  free  transfers  by  the  two 
street  railway  eompaniea  operating  in  the  city,  the  Commission  or* 
dered  that  the  entire  fare  receipts  from  transfer  passengers  should 
be  given  to  the  one  company  upon  finding  that  the  average  distance 
traveled  on  its  lines  by  transfer  passengers  would  be  much  greater, 
and  that  the  maximum  distance  a  truisfer  passenger  could  ride  on 
^e  line  of  the  other  company  was  about  five  blocks;  that  it  is  not  re- 
quired by  its  franchise  to  furnish  free  transfer  privileges  while  'the 
other  company  is  required  to  do  so;  and  that  it  furnishes  the  power, 
equipment,  operators,  etc.,  for  the  operation  of  the  other  company 
for  a  compensation  that  is  barely  adequate  to  oonwt  the  cost  of  the 
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denrioe  render«d,  and  ^at  the  award  of  the  entire  transfer  fare  re* 
ceipts  would  tend  to  equitably  adjust  matters.  Green  Bay  y.  Bay  Shore 
Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  619. 

f.  Expense  of  changes  necessUaied  hy  the  conetructian  of  high 
voltage  transmiaMon  line, 

76.  The  Commission  will  not  order  a  railroad  company  to  bear  the 
expense  of  changing  a  grounded  telephone  system  to  a  full  metallic 
circuit  system,  because  of  the  fact  that  such  change  has  been  made 
necessary  by  the  installation  of  a  high-voltage  signal  system  on  the  rail- 
road company's  right  of  way,  since  it  is  the  duty  of  the  telephone  com- 
pany to  make  the  improvement  at  its  own  expense,  if  the  railroad  com- 
pany refuses  to  bear  the  same.  Bangor  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St 
P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJL1916B,  241. 

g.  Physical  connection  of  telephones, 

1,  Expenses. 

76.  The  cost  of  maintaining  a  physical  connection  between  two  tele- 
phone lines  should  be  shared  by  both  lines,  it  appearing  that  there  is 
no  great  difference  between  the  business  originating  and  terminating  on 
the  lines.  Kestel  v.  Marshfield  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
44. 

77.  In  ordering  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  tele- 
phone companies  for  toll  service,  the  lines  of  the  toll  company  were 
ret^mred  to  be  connected  directly  with  the  switch  board  at  the  exchange 
of  the  company  desiring  the  connection  and  at  the  latter's  expense; 
Missouri  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  183. 

78.  The  expense  of  making  physical  connection  between  the  local 
exchange  of  one  company  and  the  toll  line  of  another  and  the  mainte- 
nance thereof  was  ordered  to  be  apportioned  equally  between  the  two 
companies.  Wharton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Upper  Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1915B,  174. 

79.  The  expense  of  maintaining  only  that  portion  of  the  lines  of  a 
telephone  company,  connected  with  a  local  exchange  that  are  within  the 
zone,  to  which  flat  rate  switching  charges  for  the  service  rendered 
are  applicable,  should  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  which 
the  eompany  operating  the  local  exehange  should  pay  to  the  other 
company  for  the  use  of  its  facilities  in  transmitting  messages  over  the 
latter  company's  lines.  Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  Coun* 
ty  Tel^h.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  101. 

80.  The  proper  switching  rates  of  a  local  telephone  company  which  was 
connected  with  and  rendering  switching  service  on  an  unlimited  service 
basis  to  the  rural  lines  of  another  company  within  7  miles  of  the  local 
company's  exchange,  including  subscribers  receiving  connection  via  the 
exchange  of  the  rural  company,  were  arrived  at  by  an  apportionment 
of  the  operators'  salaries  of  both  exchanges  on  the  basis  of  their  time 
devoted  to  each  elass  of  traffic  and  by  an  apportionment-  of  all  other 


Digitized  by 


Google 


APPORTIOXMENT,  H.  g,  2,  h,  1.  33 

e^>eii8e  incidMit  to  the  local  compaiiT'e  e]tcKaDg%  to  thd  mral  Ubm 
connecting  the  two  exchanges,  and  to  that  portion  ol  the  rural  com- 
pany's exchange  lying  within  a  7-Biile  radius  of  the  local  eempany's 
exchange  on  the  basis  of  use  derroted  to  eaeSi  class  of  service.  Belmont 
&  P.  y.  Teleph.  Go.  t.  La  Fayette  Oowaty  Tel^h.  Oo«  (Wla.)  P.UJL 
1916B/101. 

81.  Upon  the  compulsory  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  a  local 
telephone  company  with  those  of  another  company  furnishing  long  dis- 
tance toll  service  through  the  same  town,  it  ^as  ordered  that  the  ex- 
pense  of  making  such  connection  should  be  borne  equally  by  the  two 
companies.  Darnell  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Ok).  (Qkla.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  80. 

2,  EarninaM, 

82.  Upon  the  compulsory  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  a  local 
telephone  company  with  those  of  another  company  furnishing  long 
distance  toll  service  through  the  same  town,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
local  company  should  receive  12  ^  per  cent  of  all  toll  revenue  collected 
for  toll  traffic  originating  or  terminating  on  its  exchange  or  rural  lines. 
Darnell  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  80. 

83.  Upon  the  physical  connection  of  two  telephone  companies  having 
respectively  about  ninety-five  and  one  hundred  and  sixty  subscribers, 
all  revenue  derived  from  such  connection  was  ordered  to  be  divided 
equally  between  the  two  companies,  accounts  to  be  settled  quarterly  in 
the  absence  of  other  agreement.  Kestel  v.  Marshfield  Rural  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1015C,  44. 

84.  Upon  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  two  telephone  compa- 
nies, the  Illinois  Commission  ordered  that  neither  company  absort/f^the 
local  message  fee  or  additional  charge  for  toll  service,  and  directed  that 
each  company  should  pay  such  fees  and  charges  to  the  other  company. 
Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dekalb  County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJR. 
1916C,  643. 

85.  Upon  ordering  the  physical  connection  of  telephones,  the  Wis- 
consin Commission  ordered  that  the  revenue  derived  from  the  inter- 
change of  messages  should  be  divided  equally  between  the  two  telephone 
companies.  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Peoples'*  Teleph.  Oo.  (Wii.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  835. 

h.  Telephone  awitching  Bervice. 

1.  Expenses, 

86.  Farm  lines  that  are  switched  at  a  central  exchange  also  serv- 
ing city  and  rural  subscribers  and  receiving  the  service  of  the  entire 
system  by  being  connected  with  other  exchanges  should  pay  a  percent- 
age of  the  operating  expenses  of  the  central  exchange  and  its  equip- 
ikMnt  wed  for  ftornlshing  connection  with  the  entire  system,  which 
percentage  should  be  determined  by  the  relation  of  the  number  of  tele- 
phones switched  to  the  number  of  telephones  owned  by-  ih«  odmpacny 
on  the  central  exchange,  in  determining  the  oost  of  switdiing  for  the 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 3. 
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purpose  of  fixing  the  switching  rate.    Re  Humphrey  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  3. 

87.  Expenses  should  be  so  apportioned,  in  fixing  the  switching  rates 
to  be  paid  by  a  rural  telephone  company  to  a  local  telephone  company 
for  switching  service  on  an  unlimited-service  basis,  where  the  construc- 
tion of  one  company  is  more  expensive  than  that  of  the  other,  that  each 
company  will  share  in  the  expenses  of  the  other  company  in  the  pro- 
portion that  each,  by  reason  of  the  physical  connection,  uses  the  facili- 
ties of  the  other,  provided  that  each  company  is  making  a  reasonable 
use  of  its  own  facilities,  and  that  the  construction  of  both  companies 
lies  within  a  reasonable  radius  of  the  exchange;  and  it  is  immaterial 
that  one  company  asks  for  the  connection  and  the  other  objects  to  it, 
and  that  the  expense  of  rendering  the  service  is  greater  to  one  company 
than  to  the  other.  Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.li^l5B,  101. 

88.  Only  the  net  amount  by  which  the  expenses  of  a  local  telephone 
company  which  is  connected  with  and  rendering  switching  service  on 
an  unlimited-service  basis  to  the  rural  lines  of  another  company  are 
foimd  to  exceed  the  expenses  of  the  rural  company  in  furnishing  serv- 
ice to  the  local  company  need  be  paid  to  the  local  company,  inasmuch 
as  the  physical  connection  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  patrons  of  both 
companies  and  they  should  pay  their  respective  companies  for  the  ad- 
ditional serf  ice.  Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJL1916B,  101. 

2.  Earnings, 

89.  The  revenue  derived  from  switching  service  between  a  through 
line  telephone  and  local  telephones  was  ordered  divided  equally  between 
the  originating  local  company  and  the  owner  of  the  through  line. 
Luxemburg  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Luxemburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  835. 

APPRECIATION. 

As  affecting  valuation,  see  Vautation,  94,  217. 

APPROPRIATION. 

Of  water  of  irrigation  company,  see  Service,  208. 

AQUEDUCT. 

Company  for  maintenance  of,  see  Wateb. 

ARBITRARY. 

Allocation  of  expenses,  see  Apportionment,  13. 

ARBITRATION. 

Increase  in  wages  as  result  of,  considered  in  return,  see  RKruBN,  82. 

ARC  UklfPS. 

For  street  lighting,  see  SiaviCB,  180. 
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ARIZONA. 

Rules   and   regulations   governing   the   operation   of   automobiles 

operated  as  common  carriers,  see  Automobiles,  11. 
Necessity  of  notice  in  hearing  before  granting  authority  to  increase 

rates,  see  Rates,  20. 
Necessity  of  approval  by  Commission  to  entitle  rates  to  become. 

effective,  see  Rates,  23. 
Adoption  of  Interstate  Ck>mmerce  Gonmiission  block  and  zone  system 

of  express  rates,  see  Rates,  214-217. 

ABMORT. 

Telephone  rates  for,  see  Discbimination,  68. 

ARRfSAKii. 

Special  charge  for  gas  by  prepayment  meters  for  consumers  in 
arrears,  see  Patkknts,  97. 

ARTIFICIAI.  OA8. 

Competition  between  artificial  gas  company  and  natural  gas  com* 
pany,  see  Monopqlt  ahd  Compstition,  30. 

\  

ABCERTAINMEirT. 

Of  value  or  cost,  see  VALUATioif ,  19-87. 

ASSESSMENTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  assessments  for  street  paving,  see 

Commissions,  46. 
When  not  set  aside  by  court  of  equity,  see  Taxes,  3. 
Allowance  of  assessment  for  paving  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 

128. 

ASSETS. 

Sale  of  all  corporate  assets  as  dissohition  of  corporation,  see  Con- 
solidation, Mebgeb  and  Sale,  25. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Of  franchise  of  one  telephone  company  to  another  without  consent 
of  Commission,  effect  of,  see  Intebcx>bposate  Relations,  16. 

Rights  of  transferee  of  former  patron  of  telephone  company^  see 
Sebvioe,  864. 

ATTACHING  BUSINESS. 

Allowance  for  cost  of,  see  Valuation,  264,  816. 

ATTACHMENTS.      < 

Foreign  attachments  on  telephones,  see  I^lephones,  18« 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  under  statute  providing 
for  prosecution  by,  see  Cokmissions,  87. 
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ATTORNEYS. 

Review  of  allowance  of  attorney's  fee,  see  Appeal  and  Rbview, 
22. 

Allowance  of  attorney's  fee  to*  successful  plaintiff  as  denying  car- 
rier due  process,  see  Conbtitutional  Law,  9. 

Annual  allowance  for  legal  advice  for  water  company,  see  Rgtubn, 
67. 

1.  The  services  for  which  an  attorney's  fee  is  to  be  taxed  and  col- 
lected under  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap. 
104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §§8,  16,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  29,  1906  (34  SUt.  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Ck)mp.  Stat.  1913,  § 
8563),  in  case  of  plaintiff's  final  success  in  an  action  to  recover  from  a 
carrier  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  a  ahipper  and 
awarded  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  by  reason  of  the  car- 
rier's violation  of  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  must  be  deemed  to  be 
those  incident  to  the  action  in  which  the  recovery  is  had,  and  not  to 
those  before  the  Commission,  in  view  of  the  fact  iYtalb  tie  Cemmissioii 
is  not  to  allow  a  fee,  but  only  to  find  the  amount  of  the  damages  and 
fix  a  time  for  payment,  and  that  if  the  carrier  pays  the  award  within 
the  time  named  no  right  to  an  attorney's  fee  arises.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh 
Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  G.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

AUTOBUS. 

See  Automobiles. 

AUTO  LIVERY. 

See  Adtomobilbs. 

AUTOlfAPHONES. 

Discrimination  by  telephone  company  in  not  extending  autatoapttauft 
service  to  aU  subscribers  desiring  it»  see  DiscouHiNATioif,  209. 

AUTOMATIC  FLAGMAN. 

Construction  of,  on  railroad,  see  Cbossings,  20. 

AUTOMATIC  SIGNAL  SYSTEM. 

Interference  by  high  voltage  automatic  signal  system  ol  railroad 
with  groimded  telephone  system,  see  Railboads,  12. 

AUTOMATIC  TELEPHONES. 

Construction  of  franchise  for  operation  of,  see  Telephones,  8,  4. 
Abandonment  of  automatic  telephone  system  and  establishment  of 

manual  system  as  not  constituting  no^user  oi  franchise  see 

Telephones,  3,  4. 

AUTOMOBILES. 

/.  Operation  of,  am  common  carriers,  1^24. 
a.  In  general,  1,  2. 
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h.  Juri8dioH&nf  pouters  and  duties  of  CommieeUm,  d-<tf • 
c.  Rules  and  regulations  governing,  0-v94. 

i.  in  general,  9^16^ 

2.  Licenses,  13—19. 

a.  Indemnity  insurance,  20—24. 

Owned  by  street  railway  company,  method  of  entering  in  account,  see 
ACXJOUNTIXO,  18. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  83-85. 

Security  issues  by  electric  utility  for  purchase  of,  see  Seoubitt  Issues, 

38. 
Purchase  of,  by  street  railway,  see  Stbeet  Railways,  L 

/.  Operati€>n  of,  as  common  carriers. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  generally,  P.U.R.1916F,  Appendix,  p. 

1062. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.UJK.1915F,  Appendix,  p« 

108o. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  of,  P.U.R.1016F,  Appendix,  p. 

1101. 

a.  In  general. 

Amount  allowed  taxicab  companies  for  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation, 
81. 

Refusal  of  operators  of  jitney  busses  to  carry  negroes  as  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  193. 

Nature  of  right  of  common  carriage  on  highways  by  means  of, 
see  Highways  and  Streets,  1. 

Through  route  and  joint  rate  by  railroads  with  automobile  stage  line, 
see  Service,  223. 

Allowance  for  working  capital  in  valuation  of  property  of  taxi-cab  com- 
pany, see  Valuation,  238-244. 

1.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  deemed  it  unwise  or  unnecessary 
to  establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  operation  of  jitneys  in  a  city 
whose  charter  power  in  such  respect  was  much  broader  than  that  of 
the  Commission  and  had  been  exercised  by  the  enactment  of  a  compre« 
hensive  ordinance,  and  which  city  could  supervise  and  control  jitneys 
more  effectively  than  the  Commission.  Smith  ▼.  Nunnelly  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  177. 

2.  The  regulation  of  jitneys  operating  in  competition  with  street 
cars  is  essential  in  order  that  the  Commission  may  fairly,  justly,  and 
intelligently  regulate  the  street  railroad  company's  business,  and  intel- 
ligently  decide  whether  its  service  is  adequate.  Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Jitney  Bub  Co.  (Ga.)  P.UJt.l916C,  928. 

1».  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission. 

Delegation  of  power  to  Public  Service  Commission  to  r^^late  and  con- 
trol operation  of  jitneys,  see  Constitution  Law,  62. 
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Decision  of  Commission  of  sister  state  with  reference  to  jitneys  and 
motor  trucks  where  statutes  conferring  jurisdiction  are  dissimilar, 
see  Obdebs,  10. 

Automobiles  operated  as  common  carriers  as  constituting  public  utilities, 
see  PuBUC  Utilities,  20-22. 

3.  Persons,  firms,  or  corporations  operating  motor  busses  or  motor 
vehicles  along  defined  routes  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  hire  or 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  are  engaged  in  the  business  of  com* 
mon  carriers  within  the  meaning  of  the  Public  Utilities  law,  and  are 
therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Re  Jurisdiction  of 
Commission  over  Motor-Bus  Lines  (D.  C.)   P.U.R.1915E,  642. 

4.  Jitneys  operated  in  the  same  portion  of  a  city  in  which  street 
cars  are  operated  and  in  more  remote  parts  where  there  are  no  car 
lines,  maintaining  regular  routes,  schedules,  and  service,  carrying  in- 
discriminately all  persons  desiring  to  ride,  and  charging  a  uniform 
fare,  are  common  carriers  of  persons,  and  are  also  engaged  in  a  public 
service  business,  within  the  operation  of  a  statute  extending  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Commission  over  common  carriers  of  passengers  and  those 
engaged  in  any  public  service  business,  irrespective  of  whether  the  opera- 
tors are  a  corporation,  firm,  or  individual.  Smith  v.  Nunnelly  ( W.  Va. ) 
P.U.R.1915E,  177. 

5.  Under  the  Public  Service  Commission  act,  which  requires  every 
person,  firm,  or  corporation  engaged  in  a  public  service  business  to 
maintain  adequate  and  suitable  facilities,  and  to  give  reasonable,  safe, 
and  sufficient  service  without  discrimination,  and  empowers  the  Com- 
mission to  enforce  such  facilities  and  service,  the  <  Commission  has  the 
right  to  regulate  and  control  the  operation  of  jitneys  which  are  common 
carriers  of  persons  and  engaged  in  a  public  service  business.  Smith  v. 
Nunnelly  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915E,  177. 

6.  The  facts  tha€  under  the  California  Constitution  motor  vehicles 
publicly  engaged  in  transporting  freight  for  hire  over  regular  routes  on 
the  public  highways  are  common  carriers  and  public  utilities,  and  that 
the  Constitution  has  given  the  legislature  the  power  to  provide  for  regu- 
lation thereof  by  the  Commission,  does  not  entitle  the  Commission  to 
exercise  jurisdiction  thereover,  if  the  legislature  has  not  actually  given 
it  power  to  do  so.    Western  Asso.  v.  Hackett  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  997. 

7.  Persons  or  corporations  operating  automobiles  and  motor  cars 
for  the  transporting  of  passengers  over  fixed  routes  and  at  fixed  rates 
are  such  common  carriers  as  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission under  the  Georgia  railroad  law  of  1907,  §  6  (Code  §  2663), 
which  confers  upon  the  Railroad  Commission  general  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  ''of  all  common  carriers,  railroads,  express  corporations 
or  companies,  street  railroads,"  etc.  Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Jitney  Bus 
Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915C,  928. 

8.  The  duty  of  supervising  and  r^ulating  taxicabs,  hacks,  and 
drays  is  not  necessarily  imposed  upon  the  Georgia  Railroad  Commis* 
sion  by  construing  the  Commission  statute  of  that  state  so  as  to  con- 
fer upon  the  Commission  the  duty  of  regulating  jitneys,  since  such 
minor  carriers  differ  from  jitneys  in  that  they  have  no  definite  fixed 
route  or  charges,  and  practically  every  service  rendered  by  them  is  a 
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special  aerrice  rendered  to  an  individual  or  individualfl,  and  the  veluclf 
is  for  the  time  exclusively  for  the  use  of  such  individual  or  individual^ 
and,  without  their  consent,  no  one  else  can  make  use  of  it.  Georgia  R 
<fc  P.  Cow  y.  Jitney  Bus  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.IL1916C,  928. 

e.  Rule9  and  reffuUUions  governing. 

1,  In  general* 

As  to  constitutionality  of  ordinances  regulating,  see  CoNSTrrunoNAi 

Law,  22-24. 
Power  of  the  l^slature  to  prescribe  the  number,  character,  routes,  rates, 

and  hours  of  service  of  common  carrying  vehicles  upon  highways  or 

delegate   such   power   regulation  to   municipalities,   see   LsoisiA- 

TUBE,  1. 
Power  of  municipality  to  license  and  regulate  use  of,  upon  the  streets^ 

see  MuNiciPALiTiss,  7. 
Speed  restricticms  not  applicable  to  street  railways,  see  Sebvicb,  337. 

9.  An  automobiles  and  jitney  busses  operating  as  common  carriers 
in  the  state  of  Maryland  are  regulated  and  controlled  by  the  rules  of 
the  Public  Service  Commission,  adopted  June  9,  1915.  Re  Automobiles 
&  J.  Busses  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915C,  925. 

10.  The  operation  of  automobiles  or  motor  vehicles  of  any  character 
for  public  use  in  the  conveyance  of  passengers  or  property  within  the 
state  of  Maryland  is  illegal  without  registration  at  the  office  of  the 
Commission  and  the  furnishing  of  certain  additional  information.  Re 
Automobiles  &  J.  Busses  (Md.)  P.U.R,1915C,  365. 

11.  Automobile  traffic  on  stage  lines  between  Phoenix  and  Globe, 
Arizona,  is  controlled  by  the  rules  and  regulations  contained  in  the 
order  of  the  Comirission  which  fixes  the  fares  to  be  charged,  the  num- 
ber of  passengers  and  weight  of  property  to  be  carried,  the  speed  to 
be  maintained,  and  general  rules  as  to  safety  to  be  observed  by  the 
various  classes  of  cars  operated.  Re  Automobile  Traffic  (Ariz.)  P.UJt. 
1915C,  945. 

12.  A  municipal  ordinance  requiring  one  to  have  thirty  days'  experi- 
ence in  the  operation  of  an  automobile  in  the  city  before  being  per- 
mitted to  operate  a  jitney  bus  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  on 
the  public  streets  is  not  invalid  as  interfering  with  a  right  of  a  person  to 
pursue  a  lawful  calling,  but  is  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the  police  power 
in  the  interest  of  public  safety.  Ex  parte  Cardinal,  P.U.R.1915E,  282 
(S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F,  850,  150  Pac.  348). 

13.  An  ordinance  is  not  unreasonable  in  requiring  the  operation  of 
a  jitney  for  not  less  than  twelve  consecutive  hours  out  of  twenty-four, 
where  it  is  customary  for  jitneys  to  operate  on  an  average  of  fifteen 
hours  a  day,  and  the  ordinance  excepts  Sundays,  a  reasonable  time  for 
meals,  and  time  in  case  of  accidents,  breakdowns,  or  other  casualties. 
Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1915E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S. 
W.  537). 

14.  An  ordinance  is  not  unreasonable  in  prohibiting  the  operation 
of  a  jitney  off  of,  or  away  from,  a  selected  route  and  termini,  where 
the  operator  makes  the  selection  and  may  apply  to  the  city  for  a  changa 
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in  the  route  or  termini  at  any  time.    Ex  parte  SuUivan,  P.U.R.1915I% 
441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  637). 

16.  A  license  ordinance  permitting  the  refusal  of  an  application  fov 
a  license  to  operate  a  jitney  over  a  particular  route  is  not  uslawful 
or  unreasonable,  or  obnoxious  to  constitutional  or  statutory  provisions 
against  monopolies,  where  it  would  be  dangerous  or  hazardous  to  publie 
safety  if  there  was  no  limitation  to  the  number  of  jitneys  operating 
on  a  street.  Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1916E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.—,  178  S.  W.  637). 

2,  Licenses. 

10.  A  license  fee  of  $10  per  annum  for  a  5-pas8enger  jitney  requiring 
constant  police  surveillance,  exacted  under  an  ordinance  enacted  under 
express  charter  authority  which  does  not  authorize  the  levying  of  an 
occupation  tax,  is  not  an  occupation  tax  and  is  not  unreasonable  in 
amount,  although  a  license  receipt  is  headed  "City  Occupation  Tax,'* 
where  the  receipt  was  issued  under  a  different  automobile  ordinance  on 
an  old  blank  showing  on  its  face  that  it  was  the  form  used  in  issuing 
a  liquor  tax  license.  Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1915E,  441  (S.  C.  — 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  537). 

17.  An  operator  of  a  jitney  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  that  a 
license  fee  varying  from  $10  to  $30  according  to  the  number  of  passen- 
gers carried  in  a  car  is  an  occupation  tax  as  to  the  larger  fees,  where 
he  is  in  the  $10  class,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  jitney  within  a 
higher  class  has  ever  applied  for  a  license.  Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R. 
1915E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  637). 

18.  A  license  to  operate  a  public  automobile  under  an  ordinance 
prescribing  regulations  prior  to  the  advent  of  jitneys  does  not  authorize 
the  operation  of  a  jitney  under  a  subsequent  ordinance  prescribing  more 
stringent  regulations  for  such  vehicles  and  charg^ing  a  greater  license 
fee,  especially  where  the  latter  ordinance  provides  for  a  refund  on  the 
surrender  on  the  imexpired  portion  of  the  prior  license.  Ex  parte  Sul- 
livan, P.U.R.1915E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  637). 

19.  An  operator  cannot  attack  the  provisions  of  an  ordinance  that 
an  application  for  a  license  to  operate  a  jitney  over  a  particular  route 
may  be  granted  as  applied  for,  or  in  a  modified  form,  or  be  refused  under 
certain  conditions,  where  he  has  made  no  application  for  a  license.  Ex 
parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1916E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S,  W. 
637). 

8.  Indemnity  insurance, 

20.  A  municipal  ordinance  requiring  the  owners  of  jitney  busses 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  to  furnish  security  in  the 
shape  of  a  bond  or  an  insurance  policy,  in  a  reasonable  amount,  to 
indemnify  persons  who  may  be  injured  or  damaged  by  negligent  or  il- 
legal operation,  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  powei  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public.  Ex  parte  Cardinal,  P.U.R.1915E,  282  (S.  C.  —  Cal. 
— .,  L.R.A.1916F,  850,  150  Pac.  348). 

21.  A  municipal  ordinance  requiring  the  owners  of  jitney  busses  en- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


AUTO  STAGE— BAGGAGE.  41 

gaged  ill  the  transportation  of  pftseengers  to  give  a  bond  in  the  sum  of 
$10,000  conditioned  that  he  will  pay  all  damage  that  may  result  to  any 
person  or  property  from  the  negligent  operation  or  defective  construc- 
tion of  the  jitney  bus,  or  from  any  violation  of  law;  or  to  keep  in  force 
an  insurance  policy  with  a  total  liability  of  $10,000  insuring  the  owner 
against  loss  by  reason  of  damage  that  may  result  to  any  person  or 
property  from  the  operation  of  the  jitney  bus,  is  not  unreasonable. 
Ex  parte  Cardinal,  P.U.R.1915E,  282  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F, 
850,  150  Pac.  348). 

22.  A  requirement  that  persons  engaged  in  the  operation  of  jitney 
busses  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  shall  furnish  a  bond  given 
by  a  responsible  s\u>ety  company  authorized  to  do  business  under  tiie 
laws  of  the  state,  to  the  exclusion  of  personal  sureties,  is  a  valid  pro- 
vision. Ex  parte  Cardinal,  P.U.R.1915E,  282  (S.  0.  —  CaL  •— ,  L.R.A. 
1916F,  860,  150Pac.348). 

23.  Under  a  charter  giving  a  city  control  of  its  streets,  with  powei 
to  regulate  the  use  thereof  by  v^iclea  carrying  passengers  for  hire, 
and  charging  it  with  the  duty  to  enforce  its  p<^ice  power  to  protect  the 
life  and  property  o^  its  inhabitants,  it  has  power  to  pass  an  ordinance 
requiring  an  operator  of  a  jitney  to  procure  a  contract  from  some  insur- 
ance corporation  indemnifying  his  liability  for  injury  to  persons  other 
than  paaaettgers  and  to  property,  where  a  large  number  of  accidents 
have  occurred  from  the  operation  of  jitneys.  Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R. 
1915E,  441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  537). 

24.  An  ordinance  requiring  an  operator  of  a  jitney  to  procure  a 
contract  from  some  insurance  corporation  indemnifying  his  liability  for 
accidents  is  not  unreasonable  or  oppressive  in  not  permitting  him  to 
procure  a  contract  from  a  person,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  there 
is  only  one  corporation  that  will  issue  such  a  contract,  and  where  the 
city  has  had  unsatisfactory  experience  with  personal  surety  bonds.  Ex 
parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1915E,  441  (S.  0,  —  Tex-  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S. 
W.  537). 

AUTO  STAGE. 

See  Automobiles. 

AUTO  TRUCK. 

See  Automobiles. 

BAD  ACCOUNTS. 

Monthly  allowance  for,  see  REiUBzr,  26. 

BAOOAOE. 

Konbaggage  rates  as  discriminatory,  see  Discbiicination,  137. 
Delegation  to  one  company  of  the  right  to  solicit  and  check,  from 

residences  and  hotels,  as  discrimination,  see  Disgbikination, 

203. 
Discrimination  by  railroad  in  giving  exclusive  privilege  of  trans* 

ferring,  see  Discbimixation,  204, 
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Jurisdiction  of  Oommissions  over  transfer  companies  carrying  bag* 

gage,  see  PuBUc  Utiijties,  34. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  discrimination  by  railroad  company 

in  granting  exclusive  privileges  for  transfer  of,  see  Sebvice, 

4. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  service  rendered  by  a  railroad 

company  in  checking  baggage  at  hotels  and  private  residences* 

see  Sebvice,  42. 
Service  by  interurban  railway,  see  Sebvice,  203. 

BAKK. 

Issuance  of  certificates  of  indebtedness  instead  of  stock  to  satisfy 
debts  held  by  bank,  see  Secubity  Issues,  11. 

BASIS. 

Staticm  basis  as  method  of  division  of  central  office  telephone  ex- 
penses, see  Apfobtionment,  21. 
For  computing  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation,  33. 

BATTERY  SBRVIOE. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  increase  rates  on  diaoge  from 
magneto  to  battery  service,  see  Rates,  393. 

BEBR. 

Rates  on,  see  Rates,  327. 

BENEFITS. 

Consideration  of  benefits  of  bridge  in  determining  equitable  portkm 
which  street  railway  company  is  required  to  pay  for  cost  of  oon* 
struction,  see  Appobtionment,  61. 

Acceptance  of,  as  estoppel,  see  Estoppel,  3. 

BENEVOLENCE. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbiionation,  67-76. 

BETTERMENTS. 

Amount  expended  from  surplus  earnings  for  additions  and  improve- ' 

ments  as  equivalent  to  depreciation  reserve  fund,  see  Depbbcia* 

TION,  97. 
Reserve  from  revenues  of  street  railway  to  provide  for  improve* 

ments,  see  Rettubn,  36. 
Allowance  for,  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  40-47. 
Telephone  company  directed  to  provide  for,  out  of  capital  secured 

through  sale  of  stock,  see  Retubn,  43. 
Security  issues  for,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues,  86-104. 
Consideration  of  proposed  improvements  to  plant  in  valuation,  see 

Valuation,  13,  14. 
Cost  of  improving  ground  around  reservoir,  consideration  of,  la 

valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  158. 
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BIBS. 

For  electric  lighting,  construotion  of,  as  judicial  question,  see 

Commissions,  48. 
Power  of  municipality  to  accept  bids  for  street  lighting  not  in 

accordance  with  terms  ol  adyertisement,  see  MuinciPALrnBQ, 

10. 
Offer  in  accordance  with  specifications    for    street    lighting,    set 

SotviOE,  181. 


Single  bill  for  seyeral  installations,  see  DiSCHDOirATKMf,  42-45. 

Payment  of  bills  for  service,  see  Payment. 

For  service,  when  rendered,  see  Payment,  11-18. 

Form  of,  see  Payment,  14. 

Rates  and  discounts  to  be  plainly  stated  in  bills  for  service,  see 

Payment,  15. 
Hinimum  charge  to  cover  expense  of  billing,  see  Rates,  604. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Seoukity  Issues. 

BILLS  OF  JADING. 

Stipulations  for  notice  of  loss  or  injury  to  shipmaits,  see  Raxi> 
BOADS,  15-18. 

BLANKET  BATES. 

As  discriminatcMry,  see  Discbdonation,  124-126. 

BLOCK  AND  ZONE. 

System  of  express  rates,  see  Raixs,  214-217. 

BLOCK  BATES. 

Effect  of  approval  of  schedule  for  block  gas  rates,  see  Obi«bs,  12. 

BOABDING  HOUSE. 

Classifying  private  residence  as,  as  discrimination  by  telephone  comr 

pany,  see  Discrimination,  188. 
Taking  students  as  roomers  and  boarders  as  operating  a  boarding 

house  within  meaning  of  franchise  fixing  water  rates  for,  see 

Rates,  479. 

BOABD  OF  GAS  AND  ELECTBIC  LIGHT  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions. 

BOABD  OF  PUBLIC  UTILITY  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions. 

BOABD  OF  RAILROAD  COMMISSIONEBS. 

See  Commissions 
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BOUiEBS. 

Replacement  of,  to  what  aooount  chargeable,  see  Aooouktino,  20. 
Apportionment  of  value  of,  see  Appobtionment,  36. 
Necessity  of  taking  accrued  depreciation  into  consideration,  in  fixing 
value  of,  see  Depbeoiation,  104. 

BONA  FIDE. 

Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  franchise 
and  system  without  consent  of  city  as  furnishing  no  ground  for 
forfeiture  against  a  good  faith  purchaser  at  judicial  sale,  i«i 
F&ANOHISES,  2,  3. 

BOND  DISCOUNT. 

Resulting  from  inability  of  utility  to  sell  bonds  because  of  un- 
profitableness of  gas  plant  not  to  be  charged  against  electrical 
operation,  see  Appoehonment,  31. 

Amortization  of  bond  discount,  see  Ristubn,  76-81. 

Allowance  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  96-103. 

1.  Amounts  paid  stockholders  to  secure  their  indorsement  to  a 
note  of  the  utility  secured  by  its  bonds  cannot  be  regarded  as  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  bond  discount,  especially  in  view  of  the  slight  risk  to 
the  indorsers  in  assuming  the  loan  of  $60,000  upon  property  valued  at 
$195,000,  operated  and  secured  upon  a  noncompetitive  basis.  Harris  v. 
South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

BONDHOLDEB8. 

Depreciation  account  as  protection  to,  see  Depbeoiation,  12. 

Refusal  to  enjoin  operation  of  municipal  plant  at  instance  of  bond- 
holders of  water  company,  see  Monopolt  and  Coicpbtition, 
11. 

As  necessary  parties  to  valuation  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of 
municipal  purchase,  see  Pabties,  8. 

BONDS. 

See  generally,  Secubity  Issues. 

See  also  Indemnitt  Bonds. 

Allowance  of  amortization  of  discount  on,  in  return,  see  Retubn, 

76-81. 
Proportion  of,  to  stock,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  145-150. 
Allowance  of  discount  on,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  96-103. 
Deposited  as  security  for  fulfilment  of  contract,  as  working  capital, 

see  Valuation,  242. 

BONUS. 

Security  issues  for  purpose  of  giving  bonus  to  bond  buyers,  see 
Seoubtit  Issues,  106. 

BOOK  COST  OR  VALUE. 

Adjustment  of,  upon  destruction  by  fire  of  a  street  car  barn  and 
rolling  stock,  see  Accounting,  17. 
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As  basis  of  apportionmeiit  of  expenaOB  of  utility  which  is  one  of 
seTeral  corporations  engaged  in  managing  several  businesses, 
see  AppoBnoNiaEKT,  38. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  value  of  public  utility  property, 
see  Valuation,  72-61. 

BOOKS. 

See  also  Accoitntino. 

Of  coupon  tickets  of  street  railway,  see  Rates,  349-852« 

BOXES. 

Ownership  of  stop  boxes  for  water  s^rice,  see  Skbvicb,  153. 
Installation  <^  terminal  boxes,  see  Stiuoet  Railways,  14. 

BRAKES. 

Power  brakes  for  interufban  electric  railway  cars,  see  Intebubban 

Railway,  2. 
For  street  cars,  see  Sisvics,  327. 

BRAKCH  EXOHAHOE. 

Of  telephone,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  471-473. 

BBAKOH  IiIKE. 

Apportionment  d  railroad  earnings  between  main  line  and,  see 

Afpobtionment,  16-18. 
Apportionment  of  earnings  of,  see  Afpobtionmbnt,  17. 
Of  railroad,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  281,  282. 
Duty  of  railroad  company  to  operate  regular  trains  on  branch  line, 

see  Sebvicb,  218. 
Service  of  street  railway  company  by  means  of,  see  Sebvioe,  294. 

BBEAKAGE. 

Rule  requiring  telephone  subscriber  to  pay  for  injuries  to  equipment^ 
see  Sebvicb,  143. 

BBEAKBOWK  SERVICE. 

Allowance  for,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  24. 

BRICK. 

Rates  on,  ^ee  Rates,  319,  322-324. 

BRIDGES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  p.  1053. 
Interference  by  court  of  order  of  Commission  fixing  the  number  of 

street  railway  tracks  and  the  kind  of  rails  to  be  used  on  a 

city  bridge,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  28. 
Division  of  costs  of  bridge  for  highway  over  railroad,  see  Appqb« 

tionment,  57. 
Power  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  repairs  to  city 

bridge  between  street  railway  company  and  city,  see  Appobtioii- 

MENT,  41-44. 
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Apportionment  of  cost  of,  between  municipality  and  street  railway 

companies  using  bridge,  see  Afpobtionmbnt,  5^-66. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  validity  of  contract  as  to 

maintenance  of,  see  Oommissions,  27. 
Effect  of  contract  between  city  and  street  railway  company  upon 

the  right  of  the  Commission  to  regulate  bridges  erected  by  the 

city  upon  which  street  cars  are  operated,  see  Constitutioxal 

Law,  34. 
Power  of  Commission  to  fix  compensation  to  be  paid  for  use  of 

county  bridge,  see  Constitutional  Law,  56. 
Validity  of  statute  authorizing  Commission  to  determine  the  num> 

ber  of  tracks  to  be  laid  by  a  street  railway  company  operating 

upon  a  city  bridge,  see  Constitutional  Law,  58. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  maintenance  of  railroad  farm 

crossings,  see  Crossings,  3. 
Construction  of,  to  eliminate  grade  crossing,  see  Cbossinos,  24. 
Amount  allowed  for  depreciation  of  toll  bridge,  see  Depreciation, 

70. 
Discrimination  in  rates  for  use  of,  see  Discrimination,  107. 
Transportation  over  interstate  bridge  as  interstate  commerce,  see 

Interstatb  Commerce,  1. 
Consideration  of  rental  value  of  house  of  toll  master  as  income,  see 

Return,  10. 
Amount  allowed  for  operating  expenses  of  toll  bridge,  see  Return, 

72. 
Amount  of  return  of  toll  bridge,  see  Return,  203. 
Construction  and  maintenance  of,  by  railroad,  sec  Sbbvice,  214. 
Compensation  paid  by  street  railway  for  use  of  county  bridge,  see 

Street  Railways,  5. 

1.  In  drawing  any  conclusions  regarding  the  traffic  on  a  toll 
bridge,  the  Commission  must  be  guided  to  a  large  extent  by  the  geo 
graphical  location  of  the  bridge  with  relation  to  its  patrons.  Gates  v. 
Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  602. 

2.  Under  a  statute  authorizing  the  construction  of  a  new  city 
bridge  and  declaring  that  the  street  railway  company  uaing  the  bridgt 
shall  pay  a  portion  of  the  expense,  the  city  is  authorized  to  provide  for 
future  as  well  as  present  railway  and  public  needs  in  determining  the 
character,  size,  and  cost  of  the  bridge.  Appeal  of  Norwalk^  P.UJEt 
1916E,  294  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988). 

BROKERAGE. 

See  Fees  and  Commissions. 

BUILDERS. 

Duty  of  purchaser  of  interurban  railway  to  carry  oat  agreement  of 
builder  as  to  service,  see  Intebusban  Railway,  3. 

BUILDIUGS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depbbciation. 

Allowance  of  overhead  expenses  on,  see  Valuation,  140. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  210-230. 
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BUILDIKG  UP  BUBIKESS. 

Allowance  for  the  cost  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Yalvaxkox, 

264-316. 

BUXKHEABS. 

To  be  furnished  by  railroads,  see  Sibyicb,  277. 

BURBEN  OF  PROOF. 

See  Evidence,  3-49. 

BUSIHB88. 

Valuation  of  property  used  to  attract,  see  Valuation,  197, 198. 

BUSINESS  CONBITIONS. 

As  affecting  reasonableness  of  rates,  see  Rates,  69. 

As  affecting  return,  see  Return,  3. 

Extension  of  street  railway  lines  deferred  because  of  business  de- 
pression, see  Service,  287. 

Consideration  of,  in  relocation  of  street  car  tracks,  see  Stbebi 
Railway,  12. 

BUSIHESS  POINTS. 

Discrimination  between,  by  interurban  railway,  see  Dugbhona- 
TION,  15. 

BUSINESS  RATES. 

Discrimination  in  reference  to,  see  Discrimination,  183-188. 
Combined  business  and  residence  telephone  rates,  as  discriminatory, 

see  Discrimination,  186-187. 
Discrimination  between  business  and  farmers*  lines,  see  Discrimi- 

NATION,  187. 
Electric  rates  for  lighting,  see  Rates,  179,  180. 
See  Ulso  Rates,  394-404. 

BUSINESS  TEIJBPHONE  LINES. 

Number  of  business  telephones  on  a  line  in  a  small  town,  see  6ebv« 
ICE,  374. 

BUS  LINES. 

Motor  bus  lines,  see  Automorucs. 

BUSSES. 

See  AUTOMOBILBB. 

BUST  HOURS. 

Of  telephone  service,  see  Sebvici;  85S« 

CABLES. 

See  Wires  and  Cablbb. 
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CALIFORNIA. 

Jurkdiction  of  Commbsion  over  motor  vehicles  engaged  in  trans- 
porting freight  for  hire,  see  Automobiles,  6. 
Constitutional  jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  common  carriers,  fee 

Commissions,  13. 
Commission   without   power   to   award   damages   for   injuries   to 

adjacent  property  by  construction  of  spur  track,  see  Damages, 

5. 
Power  of  Commission  to  order  establishment  of  joint  commodity 

rates  by  railroads,  see  Rates,  49. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over   reparation  of  overcharges,  see 

Repabation,  I. 
Motor   bus   line  as   public  utility   under   California   statute,   see 

PuBLio  Utilities,  20,  21. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  transfer  companies  carrying  parcels 

and  baggage,  see  Public  Utilities,  34. 

CALI- 

Time  taken  to  answer  telephone  call,  see  Service,  415. 

CAPACITY  EXPENSES. 

Apportionment  of,  see  Appobtionment,  3,  26. 
Definition  of,  see  Affobtionment,  24c 

CAPITAI^ 

Losses  of,  not  to  be  credited  to  profit  and  loss  or  surplus  aoeoiuit>  see 

Accounting,  16. 
Failure  to  provide  depreciation  fund  as  withdrawal  of,  see  Db- 

PBDCIATION,  2,  3. 
Amount  of  return  necessary  to  attract,  see  Return,  160. 

CAPITAI.  CHARGE* 

Effect  of  charging  to  operating  account,  see  Retubn,  16.^ 

Cost  of  substitution  of  steel  or  iron  poles  tor  wooden,  as,  see  R» 

TURN,  40. 
Expenditures  for  improvemente  and  betterments  to  a  street  rail- 
road as,  see  Return,  42. 

CAPITAUZATIOK. 

See  generally,  SECURrrr  Issues. 

As  basis  of  rates,  see  Rates,  81-83. 

Return  of  utility  as  dependent  upon,  see  Return,  102. 

Of  costs  of  relocation  of  street  railway  track,  see  VALUATioir,  19. 

CAPITAL  STOCK. 

See  Secubitt  Issues. 

CAR  FENDERS. 

For  street  cars,  see  Sebvice,  326. 
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GABMILBAGB. 

As  basis  of  appartionment^  see  AFPOBnomcKNT,  71. 

CAR  OPEBATORS. 

Necessity  of  providing  a  conductor  as  mXi  as  a  motonnaa  on.  aa 
intenirban  railway  operated  at  a  loss,  see  Sebvicb^  193. 

CAB  RENTAL. 

As  discrimination,  see  DiscBiiaNATiON,  143. 

CARRIERS. 

/.  In  general,  jf. 
//.  Bailroada  conaiituHng  oiymman  carriera,  2^-5. 

Sea  AxnoicoBiLBS ;    Expbbss   Companies;   Inclined  Planes;   Inhb- 
tJBBAN  Railways;  Pipb  Lines;  Railboaos;  Stbeet  Railways. 

J.  In  peneral. 

Constitutional  jurisdiction   of   California  Commission  over,  see  Coic- 

IflSSIONS,  13. 
Power  of  Philippine  Islands  Commission  to  require  common  carriers  by 

water  to  present  annual  report,  see  Commissions,  62. 
Nature  of  right  of  common  carriage  on  highways,  see  Highways  anb 

Siseets,  1. 
Declaration  by  Commission  that  pipe  line  is  a  common  carrier  as  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  10. 
Automobiles  operated  as  common  carriers  as  constituting  public  utilities, 

see  Public  Utilities,  20-22. 
Stipulation  in  bill  of  lading  limiting  time  for  filing  notice  of  loss  or 

injury  to  shipment,  see  Railroads,  15-18. 
Rates  of,  see  Rates. 
Recovery  by,  of  difference  between  amount  charged  and  collected  and 

proper  rate,  see  Reparation,  24. 
Jurisdiction   of   Commission  to   require  facilities   for   interchange  of 

traffic  between  land  and  water  carriers,  see  Service,  31. 

1.  The  Georgia  motor  vehicle  law  (approved  August  19,  1913)  is 
not  intended  to  vegulate  common  carriers,  but  is  merely  a  police  law 
of  the  state  with  reference  to  the  use  of  the  public  highways.  Georgia 
R.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Jitney  Bus  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915C,  928. 

II.  RaU/roada  constituting  common  carriers* 

Service  by  logging  railroad  acting  as,  see  Service,  216-218. 

2.  A  leased  logging  road  which  has  carried  all  passengers  who 
have  applied  for  transportation  and  all  freight  offered  to  it  for  a 
period  of  eight  years  which  has  accepted  compensation  oo  th^  same 
terms  which  are  customarily  applied  to  Ha  business  as  a  common  car- 
rier, which  has  published  a  commodity  rate  to  and  from  certain  points 

P.U.R.  Dig.-4. 
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50  CARS— CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

of  the  line,  is  a  common  carrier  within  the  meaning  of  a  atatotd  «ub- 
jecting  common  carriers  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Wisconsin  CommiS' 
sion,  although  no  regular  passenger  or  freight  service  has  been  es- 
tablished, and  although  the  logging  business  carried  oa  for  eatein 
shippers  constitutes  the  main  portion  of  the  traffic  of  the  road.  Foster 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  406. 

3.  The  question  whether  a  railroad  operated  by  an  industrial  cor- 
poration is  a  common  carrier  cannot  be  determined  by  a  mei^  aet  ol 
incorporation,  the  length  of  the  road,  or  the  volume  of  traffic,  since,  a 
railroad,  in  order  to  be  a  common  carrier,  must  genuinely  hold  itself 
out  as  ready  to  serve  a  general  public  which  must  be  in  existenoe,  and 
at  least  have  an  independent  policy  of  its  own,  and  not  be  an  enter* 
prise  whose  existence  can  be  terminated  at  the  will  of  the  industries  it 
serves.    Re  Chesapeake  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915F,  346. 

4.  A  railroad  operated  by  an  industrial  corporation  on  its  own 
prop^i^y  to  the  tracks  of  connecting  common  carriers,  serving  only 
the  operating  corporation  and  two  other  industries  by  switching  cars 
with  the  use  of  two  locomotives,  its  only  rolling  stock,  and  hauling 
them  to  the  connecting  carriers,  having  no  station,  the  public  not  be- 
ing able  to  reach  its  tracks  without  crossing  over  the  property  not  de- 
voted to  railroad  purposes,  there  being  in  fact,  no  general  public  to 
be  reached  and  served  for  either  passenger  or  freight  service,  is  not  a 
common  carrier  within  the  provisions  of  §  26  of  the  Public  Service 
Commission  law,  but  is  a  mere  plant  facility.  Re  Chesapeake  &  C.  R 
R.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915F,  346. 

5.  A  terminal  railroad  having  about  25  miles  of  main  tracks  and 
16  miles  of  siding,  and  serving  various  industries  by  means  of  private 
sidings,  and  having  connections  with  all  of  the  trunk  lines  of  railroads 
in  its  locality,  is  a  common  carrier  entitled  to  a  joint  rate  with  the 
other  railroads  with  which  it  connects.  State  Public  Utilities  Commis- 
sion ex  rel.  Alton  Bd.  of  Trade  T.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  10. 

CARS. 

See  also  Fbeioht  Cabs;    Intebubban  Cabs;   Passenqeb  Cabb; 

Stbeet  Cabs. 
Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation^  82. 

CAB  TRUST  CERTIFICATES. 

See  Sboubitt  Issues,  9. 

CASH  DEPOSIT. 

See  Deposit. 

CASUALTIES. 

Right  of  gas  utility  to  an  allowance  to  provide  a  surplus  as  protec* 
tion  against  future  extraordinary  casualties,  see  Retubn,  35. 

CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

Sufficiency  of,  not  reviewable  in  certiorari,  see  Cbbtiobabi,  4. 
Failure  of  complaint  to  state,  as  affecting  jurisdiction  of  court,  see 
COUBTS,  2. 
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CENTBJkIs  OFFIOE. 

Apportionment  of  eacpense  of  central  office  of  telephone  cc»npany, 
see  AFposnoifMENT,  22. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  COHVEHIENCE  AND  NECBMITT. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  granting  of  certificates  of  con- 
venience and  necessity,  P.U.R.1915B,  296;  Appendix,  P.UJR. 
^  1915F,  1056. 

When  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  issue  to  review  order  of  Commis- 
sion defying  application  for,  see  Cebtiorabi,  1. 

For  construction  of  eleotric  plant,  see  Elbotbioitt,  6-9. 

For  construction  of  gas  plant,  see  Gas,  1,  2. 

Issuance  of,  for  interurban  railway  upon  condition,  see  Intbhubban 
Railway,  1. 

Admission  of  electric  utility  into  occupied  territory;  grounds,  see 
MoNi^LT  AND  Competition,  27. 

Grant  of,  to  another  company  as  proper  step  to  correct  inadequate 
service  by  existing  company,  see  Monopolt  and  Competition, 
40. 

To  permit  c(»apetition,  as  remedy  of  municipality  against  utility 
see  Municipality,  3. 

Denial  of  application  for,  as  affecting  action  on  subsequent  applica* 
tion,  see  Obdebs,  8. 

For  construction  of  terminal  facilities  at  stock  yards,  see  Rail- 
BOADS,  7. 

Necessity  of,  for  telephone  company  that  had  temporarily  sus- 
pended operation,  see  Telephones,  2. 

Before  construction  of  new  plant  or  facility  of  telephone  company, 
see  Telephones,  2. 

For  trackless  trolley,  see  Tbackuss  Tbollet. 

1.  An  agreement  by  a  municipality  to  take  over  the  mains  and 
water  lines  of  an  existing  water  company,  at  a  fair  valuation,  is  not  a 
necessary  prerequisite  to  the  granting  to  the  municipality  of  a  certifi- 
cate of  public  convenience  for  the  erection  of  a  waterworks  system, 
especially  where  the  municipality,  in  addition  to  the  approval  of  the 
Commission,  must  also  obtain  permission  from  the  commissioner  of 
health  and  the  water  supply  commissioner,  and,  by  proper  municipal 
action,  secure  estimates  of  the  probable  cost  of  the  system.  He  Gallitzin 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  779. 

2.  A  city  may  install  an  electric  plant  without  procuring  a  certifi- 
cate of  public  convenience  or  necessity  from  the  Missouri  Commission, 
notwithstanding  an  electric  company  is  operating  a  plant  in  the  city, 
§  72  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  law  providing  for  such  certificate 
not  mentioning  municipalities,  and  no  other  statute  requiring  such 
certificate.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  v.  Poplar  Bluff  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  974. 

3.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  was  issued  to  a  telephone 
company  to  maintain  and  operate  its  telephone  system  in  localities 
where  its  plant  had  been  constructed  and  operation  begun,  without  the 
approval  by  the  (Commission  of  the  ordinances  issued  to  it,  where  it 
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52        CERTIFICATE  OP  CONVENIENCE  AND  NECESSITY. 

appeared  that  the  CommiBsion  had  no  power  to  restrain  mieh  company 
from  maintaining  and  operating  its  plant,  in  a  portion  of  its  char- 
tered territory,  which  portion  contained  such  a  limited  field  of  popu- 
lation as  to  make  impossible  the  conduct  of  a  successful  plant,  and 
would  result,  therefore,  in  practically  destroying  the  iuTestment.  Slate 
Belt  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  v.  Blue  Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.UJR.1915A,  767. 

4.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  was  issued  to  a  telephony 
company,  where,  by  Tirtue  of  its  charter  and  duly  enacted  legal  ordi- 
nances in  a  certain  borough,  it  had  without  protest  expended  over 
$50,000  in  the  ccmstruction  of  a  telephone  system  in  such  borough  and 
in  adjacent  boroughs,  although  the  construction  in  the  latter  was  un- 
lawful, owing  to  its  failure  to  secure  the  Commission's  approval  of  its 
ordinances  before  beginning  operations.  Slate  Belt  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
r.  Blue  Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  767. 

6.  A  contract  may  be  entered  into  with  a  city  for  the  transaction 
of  the  business  of  a  public  utility  therein,  without  securing  a  certifi- 
cate of  authority  from  the  Kansas  Public  Utility  Commission,  where 
the  business  is  situated  wholly  within  the  city,  since  under  S  3  of 
the  Public  Utility  law  (chap.  238,  Laws  of  Kansas  1011),  the  au- 
thority to  regulate  such  utilities  is  vested  solely  in  the  cities,  th« 
power  of  the  Commission  under  §  83  of  such  act  being  limited  to  a 
review  of  the  reasonableness  of  privileges  and  franchises  granted  by 
municipalities  to  public  utilities  for  certain  purposes.  Kansas  Gas 
&  E.  Co.  V.  Cherryvale,  P.U.R.1915D,  34  (S.  C.  137  C.  C.  A.  93,  221 
Fed.  237). 

6.  The  construction  of  a  telephone  exchange,  when  not  in  substi- 
tution of  any  existing  plant,  equipment,  property,  or  facilities,  or  in 
extension  thereof  or  in  addition  thereto,  but  which  amoimts  to  the 
construction  of  a  new  plant,  is  a  violation  of  the  Illinois  public  utilities 
law,  if  done  without  first  obtaining  from  the  Commission  a  certificate 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity.  Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Steele  Teleph. 
Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  664. 

7.  Upon  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  for  the  construction  of  terminal  stockyard  facilities,  the  Com- 
mission is  not  warranted  in  exerting  its  power  for  the  purpose  of  chang- 
ing interstate  shipments  to  intrastate  shipments.  Re  Kansas  City  Con- 
necting R.  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

8.  That  the  organization  of  a  corporation  applying  for  a  certificate 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity  for  the  construction  of  terminal 
facilities,  and  the  ownership  of  its  stock  by  a  foreign  corporation  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state,  are  a  result  of  a  conspiracy,  is  not 
a  material  issue  in  proceedings  upon  the  application,  where  the  appli- 
cant is  a  railroad  corporation,  and  will  be  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
control  of  the  courts  and  of  the  Commission,  and  there  is  ample  power 
to  prevent  or  correct  the  irregularity  suggested,  should  occasion  require 
it.    Re  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  661. 

9.  Upon  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  for  the  construction  of  terminal  facilities  at  stockyards,  the 
fact  that  the  ownership  of  the  stock  of  the  applicant  corporation  will 
be  in  a  foreign  corporation  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  is 
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not  properly  before  the  Commisaion.    Re  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co 
(Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  661. 

10.  The  constriMtion  of  terminal  tracks  and  facilities  for  the  purpose 
of  reaching  the  chutes  of  a  reecmstructed  stodcyard  trill  unquestionably 
be  a  public  convenience  where  l^e  existing  facilities  are  inadequate  and 
inconvenient.  Ba  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1916D, 
661. 

11.  Public  necessity  does  not  require  construction  of  terminal  track 
at  stockyard  by  a  new  company  which  proposes  to  own  and  operate  the 
terminal  tracks,  but  no  equipment  thereon,  and  which  has  no  other 
source  of  revenue,  where  there  is  an  existing  terminal  company  openit' 
ing  in  the  city  which  has  a  large  investment  in  terminal  tracks,  and  is 
fully  equipped  to  transact  all  terminal  business,  particularly  where  the 
proposed  plan  would  necessitate  making  one  terminal  charge  in  all 
cases,  and  in  some  cases  two,  to  all  connecting  railroads,  some  of  which 
now  deliver  stock  at  the  chutes  from  their  own  rails.  Re  Kansas  City 
Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

12.  An  ordinance  of  a  municipality  granting  to  an  electric  company 
the  right  to  erect  wires  over  a  highway,  which  provides  that  the  com* 
pany  shall  file  its  written  acceptance  thereof,  together  with  an  in- 
demnity bond,  and  pay  a  stipulated  sum  per  annum,  is  upon  compli- 
ance therewith  a  contract  between  a  public  service  company  and  a 
municipal  corporation,  which  requires  the  approval  of  the  Commis- 
sion and  a  certificate  of  public  convenience.  •  Re  Lehigh  Nav.  Electric 
Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  773. 

CERTIFICATES  OF  INDEBTEBNESS. 

Issuance  of,  instead  of  stock,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  11. 

CERTIORARI. 

When  remand  unnecessary  upon  reversing  judgment  dismissing 
certiorari  to  review  order  of  Commission,  see  Appem.  and  Re- 
view, 40. 

1.  The  supreme  court  of  California  will  not  issue  a  writ  of  certiorari 
to  review  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  denying  an  application 
for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  for  the  extension  of  a 
telephone  system  into  a  city,  merely  on  the  theory  that  no  application 
to  the  Commission  was  necessary.  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1915F,  872  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  —,  151  Pac.  740). 

2.  Certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  of  municipalities  to  obtain 
relief  from  an  order  of  the  Public  Utility  Commisaion  fixing  the  ratt 
to  be  charged  the  public  for  gas,  where  they  claim  that  the  rate  fixed 
is  too  high;  and  the  court  should  determine  the  question  on  the 
merits.  Passaic  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916B,  625  (S.  C.  87 
N.  J.  L.  105,  L.R.Ar— ,  — ,  96  Atl.  127). 

3.  Certiorari  to  set  aside  an  order  of  the  Public  Utility  Commis- 
sion, made  in  the  exercise  of  a  discretion,  fixing  the  rate  to  be  charged 
the  public  for  gas,  is  the  proper  remedy  of  municipalities  whidi  claim 
that  the  order  is  erroneous  in  fixing  too  high  a  rate.    Public  Service 
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Gas  Co.  V.  PnbUc  Utility  Commissioii,  P.U.R.1915E,  261   (8.  C.  —  N. 
J.  — ,  LJI.A.— ,  — ,  94  Atl.  634). 

4.  It  is  immaterial,  in  a  proceeding  to  review  the  question  of  juris- 
diction of  a  court;  that  prior  proceedings  should  have  been  had  before 
the  Railroad  Commission,  since  if  sudi  proceedings  are  essential,  the 
failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  such  action  affects  only  the  sufficiency 
of  the  cause  of  action,  a  matter  not  reviewable  in  certiorari.  Southern 
P.  Co.  v.  Superior  Ot.  P.U.R.1916F,  690  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  160  Pac. 
404). 

OKAPEIi. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbikiitation,  67-76. 

OHABGE8. 

See  generally  Ratks;  see  also  Fixed  Chaboes. 

CHARITABLE  IHSTITnTIOKS. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbimination,  67-76. 

CHARITY. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discrimination,  67-76. 

CHARTERS. 

See  also  Fbanchisbs. 

Reserved  right  to  amend,  see  Constitutional  Law,  17. 

Construction    of    provision  empowering  municipality    to    regulate 

vehicles,  see  Municipalities,  6. 
Of  municipalities,  construction  of,  see  Municipalities,  8. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel   street  railway  to  extend 

service  beyond  the  territory  covered  by  charter,  see  Sebvice,  16. 
Right  to  compel  railroad  company  to  make  extensions  by  virtue  of 

a  permissive  charter  or  of  its  profession  to  serve,  see  Sebvice, 

19. 
Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  permit  a  railroad  company  to 

discontinue  passenger   service  which   is  provided   for   in   its 

charter,  see  Sebvice,  27. 
Reasonableness  of  order  directing  extension  of  water  plant  where 

there  does  not  appear  that  there  is  a  valid  existing  franchise 

for  the  service  to  be  rendered,  see  Sebvice,  111. 

CHECKING  BACMiAGE. 

Delegation  to  one  company  of  the  right  to,  from  residences  and 
hotels,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  203. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  service  rendered  by  railroad  com- 
pany in  checking  baggage  at  hotels  and  private  residences,  see 
Sebvice,  42. 

children. 

Consideration  to  be  given  school  children,  see  Rates,  244. 
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CHURCHES. 

Beduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbdcination,  67-76. 

CI6AB  STORES. 

As  proper  place  for  sale  of  railway  tickets,  see  Sebvigs,  200. 

CITIES. 

See  MnadPALiTiBS. 

CITT  STREETS. 

See  Highways  and  Streets. 

Steppage  of  intenirban  cars  at,  see  Sestiok,  206. 

CLAIM. 

Limitation  of  time  for  presentation  of  claim  for  injury  to  freight, 

see  Railboads,  16-18. 
Claim  for  reparation,  see  Repabation. 
Allowance  of  claim  for  damages,  in  return,  see  Retubn,  68-71. 

CLASS  LEGISLATION. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  22-24. 

CLAT. 

Discrimination  in  rates  on,  as  compared  with  rates  on  clay  products^ 

see  DiscBiMiNATiON,  131, 132. 
Rates  on,  see  Rates,  319-321. 

CLAT  PRODUCTS. 

Rates  on,  as  discriminatory  in  comparison  with  rates  <m  clay,  see 

DiSOBIKINATION,  131,  132. 

CLEAHINO. 

Of  interurban  cars,  see  Service,  195,  196. 
Of  street  cars,  see  Sebvige,  329. 

CLEARANCES. 

Between  pole  line  and  interurban  railway  tracks,  see  Intebubbait 

Railways,  2. 
Prescribed  for  railroads,  see  Railboads,  11. 
For  street  railway,  see  Stbeet  Railways,  13. 

CLERGTMEN. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  49. 

CLERKS. 

Apportionment  of  salaries  of,  between  electric  and  water  depart- 
ments of  utilities,  see  Afpobtionment,  33. 

CLUBS. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbtkination,  49. 
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COACH  COMPANIES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  senrice  by,  P.Ult.l016F»'  Appbtoix, 

p.  1101. 
Rates  for,  see  Rates,  32. 

COAX- 

Apportionment  of  cost  of,  see  Appobtionmsnt,  35. 

Rates  for  transportation  of,  as  confiscatory  although  return  as  a 

whole  is  adequate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  4. 
Rates  for  generally,  see  Rates,  259. 
Comparison  of  rates  for  transporting,  see  Rates,  113,  114 
Right  of  coal  elevator  to  special  grist  mill  rates  for  electricity,  see 

Rates,  169. 
Rate  for  transportation  of,  see  Rates,  331-335. 
•Cost  of,  as  operating  expense,  see  Rbtuen,  28» 

COAL  OAS  PLANT. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  179. 

COCKS. 

Ownership  of  watercocks,  see  Sebvige,  153. 

COIN  BOXES. 

Charge  for  service  involved  in  maintaining  for  telephone  users,  see 
Rates,  445. 

COLD  STORAGE  PLANT. 

As  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  23,  24. 

COLD  WEATHER. 

Conservation  of  natural  gas  during,  see  Rates,  258e. 

COLORADO. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rates  and  service  of  street  railway 

located  in  city,  see  Commissions,  21. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  entertain  petition  alleging  violatimi 

of  anti-trust  laws,  see  Commissions,  38. 

COLORED  PERSONS. 

See  Negroes. 

COMMERCE. 

See  Intesstate  Commebce. 

COMMERCL/kL  LIGHTING. 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  expenses  between  street  lighting 

and,  see  Apportionment,  32. 
Electric  rates  for  commercial  lighting,  see  Rates,  174,  179,  180. 

COMMERCIAL  POWER.    . 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  expenses  between  street  lighting 
and  commercial  lighting  and  power,  see  Apportionment,  32. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


COMMISSION  EXPENSBS;  COMMISSIONS,  I.  67 

OOimiSSIOll  EXBEK9SM. 

Amartkatioii  of  expenses  lor  hearings  before  the  Commission,  see 
Return,  82,  83. 

COMMISSIONS. 

1.  In  general,  1. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  pincers  and  duties,  2-^63m 
a.  In  general,  2^13. 
h.  As  affected  hy  prior  lauf,  I^^IQ. 

c.  As  affected  hy  pou?ers  of  muni<Hpalities,  20^22. 

d.  Over  particular  tUilities  or  persons* 

e.  Over  particular  questiims,  23^63, 

1.  In  general,  23^29. 

2.  Validity  of  statutes,  30-34. 

3.  Validity  of  legal  proceedings,  35,  36. 

4.  Unfair  competition  and  restraint  of  trade,  37~^9. 

5.  Adjustment  of  economic  conditions,   40—42. 

6.  Trying    of    title;    determining    disputed    property 

rights,   43-45. 

7.  Payment  of  taxes,   46,   47. 

S.  Validity  of  bids  for  public  lighting,  43. 
9.  Use  of  streets,  49—51. 

10.  Contracts,   52— 60. 

(a)  In  general,  52,  53, 

(b)  DetemUnation  of  validity  of,  54—56. 

(c)  Enforcement  of,  57—60. 

11.  Ultra  vires  acts,  61. 

12.  Maiking  of  reports,  62. 

13.  Receipt  of  voluntary  contributions,  63. 
III.  Orders. 

See  also  Interstate  Commerce  Commission;  Fees  and  CoMMisaiONa 

/.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  p.  1057. 
As  necessary  parties  to  appeals,  see  Appeal  and  Review,-  38. 
Purpose   of   statutes   requiring   approval    by,   of   railroad   leases,    see 

Leases,  1. 
Necessity  of  consent  of,  for  double  tracking  of  street  railway,  see  Street 

Railways,  7. 
Necessity  of  consent  of  Commission  to  operate  telephone  exchange,  see 

Telephones,  1. 
Power  of  courts  to  compel  Commissions  by  mandamus  to  grant  or  with- 
hold approval  of  railroad  lease,  see  Courts,  3. 
Effect  of  fact  that  the  Commission  has  power  to  regulate  the  service  of 

a  street  railway  company  upon  its  right  to  ignore  its  franchise 

obligation,  see  Service,  288. 
Burden  of  proof  that  railroad  issuing  securities  without  approval  of 

Commission  was  without  its  control,  see  Evidence,  6. 
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ABsignment  of  franchise  of  one  telephone  company  to  another,  without 
consent  of  Commission,  effect  of,  see  iNTiatGOBPOB^TE  Relations, 
16. 

1.  The  act  concerning  public  utilities  is  not  a  special  law  conferring 
corporate  powers  upon  the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  ere* 
ated  by  it.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.) 
P.UJ1.1916D,  847. 

//.  JuriadUstion,  powers  and  duHes* 

a.  In  general* 

Conferring  upon  Commission  authority  to  make  reasonable  rates  in* 
stead  of  authority  to  supervise  and  regulate  rates  as  depriving  car- 
rier of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  3. 

Effect  of  contract  on  right  to  regulate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  29- 
49. 

Delegation  of  powers  to,  see  Constitutional  Law,  50-62. 

Jurisdiction  of,  as  limited  by  the  pleading,  see  Pleadings. 

Duty  of,  in  respect  to  notifying  telephone  companies  of  proposed  exten- 
sion of  lines  of  competing  company,  see  Pbocedube,  1. 

2.  The  question  whether  a  Commission  has  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
ceedings is  always  open.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  25 
(S.  C.  77  N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306). 

3.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Corporation  Commission  is  not  to  be 
tested  by  the  proposed  order,  but  by  the  order  made.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1915E,  265  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  150  Pac 
108). 

4.  The  Kansas  Commission  has  power  to  decide  and  declare  the 
law,  present  or  antecedent,  whenever  necessary  for  the  proper  determi- 
nation of  any  matter  over  which  it  claims  and  exercises  jurisdiction. 
Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.UJL1916C,  1. 

5.  The  Public  Service  Commission  law  of  Washington  vests  the  con- 
trol of  public  utilities  in  the  Commission,  and  revokes  the  power  for- 
merly vested  in  the  municipality  to  regulate  such  utilities.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  799. 

6.  The  Washington  Commission,  although  possessing  plenary  powers 
to  regulate  public  utilities  within  the  state,  has  no  power  to  appro- 
priate property  under  a  pretended  public  use  or  a  pretended  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  without  just  compensation  being  first 
made  and  paid  to  the  owner  thereof.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  902  (S.  C 
85  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  886). 

7.  Unreasonable  regulations  are  not  within  the  authority  conferred 
by  law  upon  the  Railroad  Commissioners,  and,  when  it  appears  by  the 
pleadings  or  the  evidence  in  a  case  that  an  order  or  regulation  is  un- 
reasonable or  unjust  with  reference  to  all  the  substantial  interests  af- 
fected by  it  or  violative  of  constitutional  provisions  for  the  protection 
of  private  property  rights,  such  regulations  will  not  be  enforced  by 
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the  courts.  State  ex  reL  Railroad  Comrs.  t.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1016C,  207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906). 

8»  Under  a  statute  giving  Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Commission 
power  to  complete  the  unfinished  business  of  the  former  Railroad  Com- 
mission, the  Public  Service  Commission  has  the  power  to  entertain  a 
motion  to  reopen,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  further  testimony  on  the 
question  of  reparation,  a  case  in  which  an  order  has  been  entered  by 
the  Railroad  Commission  recommending  that  a  lower  rate  on  a  cer- 
tain commodity  be  put  into  effect;  since  such  an  order,  not  followed 
up  by  a  call  upon  the  attorney  general  for  its  enforcement,  constitutes 
unfinished  business  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Pennsylvania  Paraf- 
fine  Works  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  506. 

9.  The  Commission  does  not  exceed  its  authority  or  jurisdiction 
by  vacating  a  former  order  and  dismissing  the  complaint  after  a  hear- 
ing upon  an  application  for  a  rehearing  when  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy were  submitted  for  final  decision.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &,  P.  Co.  v. 
Thelen,  P.UJ1.1915E,  291  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  —,  160  Pac.  359). 

10.  A  bearing  on  an  application  for  a  rehearing,  at  a  time  and 
place  fixed  by  the  Commission,  when  the  matter  was  submitted  for  final 
decision  on  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  tlie 
Commission  to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  to  vacate  its  former  order, 
restraining  an  individual  from  constructing  a  hydroelectric  system  to 
compete  with  the  complaining  company,  although  the  Commission  is 
without  authority  to  change  or  vacate  a  former  order  without  giving 
the  adverse  party  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P. 
Co.  v.  Thelen,  P.U.R.1916E,  291  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  150  Pac.  359). 

11.  In  a  proceeding  under  the  public  utilities  act  for  authority  to 
make  increases  in  rates  and  minima,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sion is  confined  to  determining  from  the  evidence  whether  the  proposed 
increases  are  justified;  and  having  determined  that  question,  it  may 
not  independently  grant  affirmative  relief  with  respect  to  establishing 
rules  relating  to  the  .compression  and  concentration  of  cotton.  Re  South- 
em  P.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1915A,  850. 

12.  In  considering  the  question  whether  commutation  rates  are  rea- 
sonable, a  Public  Service  Commission  should  not  be  infiuenced  by  the 
question  whether  their  adoption  would  be  a  wise  policy,  since  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  welfare  of  the  road  will  be  best  subserved  by  one 
policy  or  another  is  one  to  be  decided  by  the  officers  and  stockholderi 
of  the  corporation.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  423  (S.  C.  215  N.  Y.  241, 
L.R.A.— ,  —,  109  N.  E.  252,  affirming  159  App.  D*iv.  546,  145  N.  Y. 
Supp.  513). 

13.  The  California  Commission  has  only  such  powers  over  common 
carriers  constituting  public  utilities  "as  may  be  provided  by  the  legi^ 
islature"  in  view  of  §  23,  article  12,  of  the  Constitution.  Western  Asso. 
V.  Hackett  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  997. 

5.  As  affected  hy  prior  law. 

14.  An  ordinance  regularly  enacted,  but  not  duly  published  and 
posted  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  public  BBrvice  company  law, 
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must  be  approved  hy  the  Comniission  before  operations  ihereninder  are 
begun.  State  Belt  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Oo.  v.  Blue  Mountain  Teleph.  & 
Teleg,  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  757. 

16.  An  ordinanoe  cannot  be  declared  invalid  because  of  lack  of  ap- 
proval of  the  Commission,  on  the  theory  that  such  ordinance  did  not 
become  effective  until  after  the  effective  date  of  the  public  service 
company  law,  where  it  appears  that  it  was  passed,  approved,  adver- 
tised, and  recorded  prior  thereto.  Re  Raystown  Water  Power  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  862. 

16.  The  approval  of  the  Pennsylvania  Commission  is  not  required  to 
a  contract  between  two  utilities  for  the  joint  use  of  telephone  poles  in 
a  street,  where  the  contract  was  consummated  prior  to  the  effective  date 
date  of  the  Public  Service  Company  law.  Babbitt  v.  Albion  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R,1916F,  648. 

17.  The  procurement  of  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  neces- 
sity is  a  prerequisite  to  the  right  of  an  electric  utility  to  engage  it 
the  business  of  furnishing  electric  light  and  power  in  a  municipality, 
although  the  municipality  had  not,  under  art.  12,  §  23,  of  the  stat« 
Constitution,  and  §  82  of  the  public  utility  act,  surrendered  to  the 
Commission  its  powers  of  control  over  public  utilities,  where  at  the 
date  upon  which  the  public  utility  act  became  operative,  the  munici- 
pality did  not  possess  the  power  to  grant  franchises  to  electric  utili- 
ties, permitting  them  to  furnish  electricity  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city.  Oro  Electric  Corp.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  191 
(S.  C.  169  Cal.  466,  147  Pac.  118). 

18.  A  public  utility  operating  in  the  field  at  the  time  when  the  pub- 
lic utility  act  became  effective  does  not  require  the  consent  of  the  Call* 
fomia  Commission  to  its  continued  operation,  and  the  claim  that  th€ 
utility  is  an  ultra  ihtcb  utility  cannot  alter  the  position  of  the  Commis- 
sion. Crescent  City  Light,  Water  &  P.  Co.  v.  Keller  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  632. 

19.  The  Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  power  to 
entertain  a  claim  for  reparation  for  excessive  rates  charged  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  the  commission  act.  Pennsylvania  ParafiSne  Works 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  506. 

c.  As  affected  hy  powers  of  municipalities, 

20.  Jurisdiction  over  railroad  crossings,  expressly  conferred  upon 
the  Missouri  Conunission  by  §  60  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  law 
of  1913,  cannot  be  denied  as  to  a  city  on  the  ground  that  the  legislature 
has  conferred  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon  the  city  over  its  railroad  cross- 
ings, where  such  jurisdiction,  conferred  prior  to  the  Commission  act,  was 
conferred,  "subject  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state;"  and  it 
is  immaterial  that  the  proposed  improvement  may  require  the  exercise 
of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  and  that  the  Commission  is  without  such 
power.    Murphy  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  149. 

21.  The  Colorado  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  sole  jurisdiction  to 
regulate  the  rates  and  service  of  a  street  railway  located  in  a  city,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  local  authorities,  although  the  city  is  governed  under 
a  special  charter  under  the  *'home  rule"  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
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giving  it  power  to  control  and  to  legislate  in  regard  to  its  local,  mu- 
nicipal, and  internal  affairs,  since  such  regulation  arises  through  th€ 
police  power  of  the  state,  is  a  matter  of  state-wide  importance,  and  is 
in  no  sense  a  local,  municipal,  or  internal  matter.  Caatle  Rock  Mountain 
R.  &  Park  v.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  224. 

22.  Although  a  gas  company  has  never  procured  a  franchise  to  oper- 
ate within  a  city,  the  West  Virginia  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
pass  upon  its  rights  to  have  its  pipes  in  the  street  and  to  operate  within 
the  city,  where,  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  the  city,  the  county  court 
had  granted  the  predecessor  of  a  subsidiary  company  the  right  to  lay 
its  pipes  along  the  highways  of  the  county,  and  the  realty  company 
owning  the  territory  subsequently  comprising  the  city  had  also  granted 
to  the  subsidiary  company  the  right  to  use  its  streets  for  the  purpose 
of  laying  its  pipes,  and  such  subsidiary  company  had  supplied  gas  to 
the  territory.  Follansbee  v.  Manufacturers  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  825. 

d.  Over  particular  utilities  or  persona. 

As  to  what  constitutes  public  utilities  so  as  to  be  under  the  jurisdic^ 

tion  of  the  Commission,  see  Public  Utilities. 
To  grant  certificate  of  public  convenience  to  trackless  trolley^  see  Tbacs- 

i£S8  Tbollet,  1. 

e.  Over  particular  questions. 

1.  In  general. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  bridge  between  city  and  street  railway,  ses 

Appobtionbnt,  41-44. 
To  require  headlights  on  locomotives  as  affected  by  act  of  Congress, 

see  Intebstate  Coicmeboe,  10. 
Over  consolidation  and  merger  of  utilities,  see  Consolidation,  Msboib 

AND  Sale. 
Over  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  2-10. 
Of  Nevada  Conmiission  over  a  complaint  alleging  damages  caused  by  de* 

fective  sewer  service,  see  Damages,  3. 
Over  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation,  1,  15. 
Over  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  3,  4, 
To  grant  franchise  to  electric  company,  see  Electbicitt,  6. 
Over  interstate  oomaierce,  see  Intebstate  Gommebcb. 
Over  operation  by  second  utility  in  occupied  territory,  see  Monopolt 

AND  COMPBTTriON,  6-9. 

To  entertain  complaint  of  water  carriers  to  compel  railroads  to  estab- 
lish through  route  and  joint  rate,  see  Pabties,  6. 

Over  payment,  see  Payment,  10. 

Over  pipe  lines,  see  Pipe  Lines,  !•. 

To  inquire  into  finances  of  corporations,  see  Public  Utilities,  7. 

Over  provision  in  bill  of  lading  requiring  notice  and  claim  of  injury 
to  shipment,  see  Railboads,  15. 

Oter  rates,  see  Rates,  10-49. 
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Over  reparation,  see  Repabation,  1-4. 
Orer  security  issues,  see  Sectjritt  Issxtes,  12>21. 
Over  service,  see  SEBViCfS,  5-42. 
Orer  taxation  of  utilities,  see  Taxation,  2. 
In  respect  to  telephone  prefix,  see  Telephoiyes,  14. 
Of  Wisccmsin  Commission  to  fix  height  of  dam  used  for  reservoir  pu^ 
poses,  see  Wateb,  17. 

23.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  removal  of  a 
high  tension  transmission  line  from  the  vicinity  of  a  telephone  line  of 
earlier  construction.  Ebenezer  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat,  & 
Traction  Co,  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  174. 

24.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  relations 
between  a  utility  official  and  the  board  of  directors,  imless  such  rela- 
tions impair  the  service  or  create  unreasonable  rates.  Pospichal  v. 
Muscoda  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  99. 

25.  The  Commission  has  no  power  to  determine  whether  the  vice 
president  and  manager  of  a  public  service  company,  in  obtaining  an 
option  to  purchase  a  promissory  note  of  the  company,  has  violated  a 
trust.    Re  Escondido  UtiUties  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1071. 

26.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  keep  open  and  maintain  its  terminal  dock  for  purposes  other 
than  giving  the  public  access  to  its  railroad  facilities,  either  under  a 
statute  providing  that  the  original  termini  or  route  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany shall  not  be  changed  without  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  or 
under  the  general  powers  of  supervision  and  control  vested  in  it.  Ash- 
land V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  519. 

27.  The  question  whether  a  lumber  company  is  obliged  to  pay  the 
cost  of  maintaining  a  railroad  bridge  by  virtue  of  a  certain  contract 
obligation  to  which  it  may  have  succeeded  is  not  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Minnesota  Commission,  since  the  question  of  who  shall  pay 
the  cost  of  repairing  a  bridge  or  building  a  new  one  has  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  question  of  public  service  that  m^t  be  performed. 
Spooner  v.  Canadian  Northern  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1915C,  859. 

28.  A  railroad  company  cannot  complain  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  to  issue  an  order  relative  to  the  division  of  the  revenue 
from  through  rates  for  carrying  coal,  upon  the  ground  that  no  notice 
was  served  upon  the  other  railroads  interested,  where  its  rights  were 
in  no  way  injuriously  affected,  especially  in  a  case  when  such  other 
railroads  not  only  knew  of  the  proceeding,  but  were  instrumental  in 
bringing  it  about,  and  have  accepted  and  acted  up(»i  the  b^iefits  of  the 
order  issued  by  establishing  through  rates  based  on  the  tariff  estab* 
lished  by  the  order,  and  in  other  ways  express  their  intention  to  be 
bound  by  the  ruling  of  the  Commission.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  141  (S.  C 
267  111.  544,  108  N.  E.  737). 

29.  The  California  Commission  has  no  power  to  prevent  the  exercise 
by  an  individual  of  a  franchise  permitting  the  construction  of  an  electri- 
cal  distributing  system,  where  sudi  individual  immediately  upon  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  franchise  began  the  construction  of  a  plant  and  since  that 
time  has  proceeded  in  good  faith,  uninterruptedly  aad  with  reasonable 
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diligence  in  proportion  to  the  magnitude  of  the  undertaking,  to  enlarge 
and  extend  the  distributing  syBtem  to  supply  other  portions  of  the  sur- 
rounding territory.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Gunn  (Cal.)  P.UJt 
1915C,  634. 

2,  Validity  of  statutes. 

30.  The  California  Commission  will  not  determine  whether  the  con- 
stitutional and  statutory  provisions  under  which  a  proceeding  to  deter- 
mine the  value  of  a  waterworks  plant  for  municipal  purchase  is  brought, 
are  valid  or  not,  since  this  is  a  question  for  the  courts.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

31.  The  Ohio  Commission  will  not  assume  to  question  or  determine 
the  constitutionality  or  validity  of  the  statute  under  which  it  operates 
and  from  which  its  jurisdiction  is  exclusively  derived.  Re  Marysville 
Light  &  Water  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916D,  374. 

32.  The  Commission  will  take  statutes  as  it  finds  them,  and  will  not 
attonpt  to  pass  upon  the  question  whether  they  confer  authority  upon 
it,  which  the  courts  may  find  to  be  unccmstitutional.  Scobey  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916A,  960. 

33.  Under  art.  4,  §  1,  and  art.  6,  §  1,  of  the  Missouri  Constitution, 
vesting  the  legislative  power  of  the  state  in  the  general  assembly  and 
the  judicial  power  in  the  courts,  the  Commission  can  neither  repeal  the 
Public  Service  Commission  law  forbidding  discrimination  in  telephone 
rates,  nor  declare  it  unconstitutional.  Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  & 
Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  963. 

34.  The  Arizona  Commission  is  without  power  to  declare  whether 
§  2189  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  1913,  with  reference  to  the  duty  of 
railroad  companies  to  install  and  maintain  grade  crossings,  has  been 
repealed  by  chap.  11,  Rev.  Stat.  1913,  defining  the  powers  of  the  Com- 
mission, since  the  Commission  is  not  authorized  by  the  Constitution 
or  by  the  laws  of  the  state  to  declare  acts  of  the  legislature  unconstitu- 
tional or  inoperative;  and,  consequently,  the  Commission  must  require 
railroad  companies  to  observe  such  statute  until  the  legislature,  by 
direct  act,  repeals  it,  or  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
declares  it  inoperative.    Re  Cochise  County  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915D,  220. 

a.  Validity  of  legal  proceedings, 

35.  A  complaint  by  a  city  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  a  provision 
in  the  public  service  company  law  requiring  the  approval  by  the  Com- 
mission of  contracts  for  municipal  lighting  will  not  be  entertained  by 
the  Commission  where  the  city,  by  filing  and  failing  to  withdraw  its 
petition  that  such  a  contract  be  approved,  necessarily  asserts  the  con- 
stitutional existence  of  jurisdiction  to  approve  such  contracts,  this  en- 
tirely aside  from  the  question  whether  it  is  competent  for  the  Com- 
mission to  assert  the  unconstitutionality  of  any  provision  of  the  act  of 
the  legislature  which  created  it.  Re  Williamsport  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
700. 

36.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  has  no  power  to  determine  the 
question  of  legality  of  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  by  a  rail- 
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road  company  to  acquire  lands  necessary  for  the  construction  of  a 
grade  crossing.    Re  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  180. 

4,  Unfair  competition  and  restraint  of  trade. 

37.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  complaint,  under 
an  unfair  competition  statute  which  provides  for  pros'^cution  by  the 
attorney  general,  of  offenders  against  the  act.  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  687. 

38.  The  Colorado  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  a  petition  alleging  violations  of  the  laws  prohibiting  unfair 
competitions  and  illegal  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade.  Castle 
Rock  Mountain  R.  &  Park  v.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
487. 

39.  The  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  a 
contract  between  two  telephone  companies  by  which  one  of  such  com* 
paaies  agrees  to  give  up  its  long-distance  business,  and  to  act  as  long- 
distance toll  agent  of  the  other  exclusively,  is  void  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  in  restraint  of  trade.  Athens  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.  y«  Jack- 
ron  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  312. 

&.  Adjustment  of  economic  conditions, 

40.  The  California  Commission  is  not  empowered  to  equalize  economic 
conditions  of  manufacture  by  rate  adjustments,  or  to  balance  the  trans- 
portation rates  of  shipper  in  localities  not  similarly  located  in  regard 
to  markets  or  sources  of  supply  of  the  raw  materials  used  in  manu- 
facture. Steiger  Terra  Cotta  &  Pottery  Works  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  601. 

41.  The  Commission  is  not  empowered  to  equalize  competitive  con- 
ditions  by  adjusting  transportation  rates,  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing that  the  conditions  surrounding  the  service  in  each  case  are  simi- 
lar. Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1079. 

42.  A  state  may  not  compel  a  carrier  to  establish  a  rate  upon  a 
particular  commodity  which  is  less  than  reasonable,  in  order  to  build 
up  a  local  enterprise.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  North  Dakota,  P.U.R. 
191&C,  277  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  585,  69  L.  ed.  735,  L.R.A.--,  — ,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  429,  reversing  26  N.  D.  438,  145  N.  W.  135  )• 

a.  Trying  of  title;  determining  disputed  property  rights, 

43.  The  Commission  is  not  the  proper  tribunal  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  defendant  railroad  has  the  title  to  the  land  proposed  as  a 
location  for  a  depot.  Bradford  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  865. 

44.  The  Railway  Commission  is  not  vested  with  jurisdiction  to  settle 
disputed  property  rights  as  to  the  ownership  of  an  irrigation  canal. 
McCook  Irrig.  &  Water  Power  Co.  ▼.  Burtless,  P.U.R.1915C,  587  (S.  C. 
—  Neb.  — ,  L.R.A.1915D,  1205,  162  N.  W.  334). 

45.  The  determination  of  the  existence  or  nonexistence  of  disputed 
water  rights  is  a  judicial  function,  and  therefore  not  within  the  juris* 
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diction  of  the  Kansas  Commission.    Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubr^  Irri^  Oo. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1. 

7.  Payment  of  taxes, 

46.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  local  assess- 
ment for  paving  against  an  electric  railroad  company.  Orvis  v.  Chi- 
cago &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1000. 

47.  The  Missouri  Commission  cannot  determine  whether  a  railway 
company  is  able  to  pay  a  mill  tax,  and  also  to  meet  its  obligations  in 
adequately  serving  the  public,  as  required  by  law,  since  the  Commission 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  the  payment  of  the  mill  tax. 
West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJE1.1916D, 
482. 

.    8.  Validity  of  hida  far  public  lighting. 

48.  The  question  whether  an  advertised  bid  for  electric  li^^ting  ooil- 
tained  a  clause  or  specification  not  strictly  in  accord  with  the  letter 
of  the  law  is  judicial  rather  than  administrative,  and  as  such  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Re  Raystown  Water  Power 
Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  862. 

9.  U^  of  streets. 

4^.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  railway  company 
to  maintain  streets,  upon  which  its  tracks  are  laid,  in  such  a  manner 
as  not  to  interfere  with  the  public  use,  since  this  is  a  matter  within 
the  control  of  the  municipal  authorities.  Orvis  v.  Chicago  4  M.  Electric 
R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1000. 

60.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  complaint 
that  utilities  are  using  the  streets  of  a  town  without  franchises,  where 
the  allegation  involves  questions  of  corporate  capacity  and  franchises, 
as  distinguished  from  a  violation  of  any  provision  of  thd  Public  Service 
Company  law.  Babbitt  v,  Albicm  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  648. 

51.  The  Philippine  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  general  street  traffic  of  the  city  of  Manila,  and 
therefore  can  dictate  no  order  requiring  passing  vehicles  to  stop  at  a 
distance  of  10  meters  in  order  to  prevent  collisions  with  persons  dis- 
embarking from  street  cars.  Camara  de  Comercio  ▼.  Manila  Electric  R. 
k  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

10.  Contracts. 

(a)  In  general. 

52.  The  California  Commission,  under  §  51a  of  the  public  utilities 
Mi  forbidding  water  corporations,  among  others,  from  selling  any  part 
of  their  plant  without  the  permission  of  the  Commission,  is  without 
power  to  approve  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  water  system  where  the 
$pf  lioation  is  made  by  the  intending  purchaser,  since  the  authority  must 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 6. 
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run  to  the  owner,  the  Commission  having  nothing  to  do  with  the  rights 
of  the  purchaser.  Hanlon  v.  Eshleman,  P.U.R.1916B,  842  (S.  C.  169 
Cal.  200,  146  Pac.  656). 

63.  A  substituted  agreement  between  a  railway  company  and  a  pow- 
er company  for  the  purchase  of  electricity  upon  the  railway  paying  the 
cost  of  producing  the  current  and  guarantying  the  power  company  con- 
struction bonds,  contrary  to  the  original  contract,  which  further  requires 
payment  of  a  proAt  above  the  cost  of  producing  the  current,  does  not 
oust  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  jurisdiction 
to  review  and  regulate  such  agreement,  upon  the  theory  that  the  agree- 
ment  concerns  an  exchange  of  facilities  agreed  to  by  the  utilities,  where 
the  utilities  do  not  deal  at  arm's  length,  "the  railway  owning  all  the 
power  company  stock  and  the  board  of  directors  being  the  same/'  and 
where  the  statute  provides  that  the  enumeration  of  specific  powers  of  the 
Commission  shall  not  exclude  others,  and  that  the  statute  shall  not  be 
construed  strictly  as  against  the  Commission.  Re  Washington  R.  & 
Electric  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  34. 

(h)   Determination  of  validity  of. 

54.  The  California  Commission  will  not  approve  a  contract  to  which 
both  parties  have  not  subscribed.  Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  807. 

55.  It  is  not  within  the  province  of^the  Indiana  Commission  to  de- 
clare a  rate  contract  between  a  municipality  and  a  public  service  cor- 
poration null  and  void.  Tipton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Tipton  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  351. 

56.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission,  under  its  statutory  powers  to 
approve  contracts  for  municipal  lighting  only  if  and  when  the  Com* 
mission  shall  find  or  determine  that  the  granting  or  approval  of  such 
contract  is  necessary  or  proper  for  the  service,  accommodation,  ocm- 
venience,  or  safety  of  the  public,  has  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
question  whether  a  contract  made  by  a  municipality  with  an  electno 
lighting  company  is  invalid  in  that  it  contains  a  material  provision 
which  was  not  contained  in  the  advertisement  for  bids  pi:U>lished  by 
the  city.    Re  WiUiamsport  (Pa)  P.U.R.1915C,  700. 

(e)  Enforcement  of, 

57.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  has  no  power  to  enforce  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  contracts.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public 
Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  229  (S.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  128,  93  Atl.  707). 

58.  The  Washington  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force the  provisions  of  a  franchise  contract  between  a  municipality  and 
a  water  company.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Bremerton  v. 
Garrison-Fisher  Co.   (Wash.)   P.U.R.1915C,  595. 

59.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  construe  or 
enforce  an  ordinance  contract  requiring  a  utility  annually  to  pay  a  city 
a  per  cent  of  its  gross  income.  Caruthersville  v.  Southwestern  Teleg. 
&  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1. 

60.  The  question  whether  the  failure  of  a  customer  of  an  eleetrie 
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company  to  fulfil  his  contract  obligation  to  pay  a  specified  minimum 
charge  for  a  current  is  due  to  an  act  of  God  is  not  for  the  Commission, 
but  for  the  courts,  to  decide.  Speciale  y.  Pacific  Gaa  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  779. 

11.  Ultra  vires  acts. 

61.  Under  If  4  of  the  Public  Utilities  law,  charging  the  District  of 
Columbia  Utilities  Commission  with  the  duty  of  requiring  utilities  to 
comply  with  all  provisions  of  Federal  laws  and  duties  they  impose,  the 
Commission  has  power  to  compel  a  railway  company  to  discontinue  the 
sale  of  electric  current  purchased  by  it  from  a  power  company,  tvrhere 
such  sale  is  ultra  vires.  Re  Washington  R.  &  Blectric  Co.  (D.  C.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  34. 

12.  Making  of  reports. 

62.  The  Board  has  power  under  §  16  of  act  2307  of  the  Philippine 
legislature,  as  amended,  to  require  common  carriers  of  freight  and  pas- 
sengers by  water  to  present  annual  reports  in  a  specified  form  of  the 
finances  and  operation  of  such  yessels  as  are  operated  by  them  as  com- 
mon carriers  within  the  Philippine  Islands.  Re  Annual  Report  of 
Steamship  Cos.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916F,  660. 

13.  Receipt  of  voluntary  contributions. 

63.  The  authority  of  the  Commission  is  imnecessary  to  enable  a 
water  and  irrigation  company  to  receive  Tohmtary  payments  from  the 
owners  of  unimproved  lands  to  add  to  its  revenue.  Re  North  M<meta 
Garden  Lands  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  646. 

///.  Orders. 

As  to  orders  of,  see  Obdebs. 

COMM ODmr  RATES. 

Necessity  that. every  commodity  traniq>orted  in  intrastate  commerce 

return  a  profit,  see  Constitutional  Law,  6. 
Presumption  as  to  reasonableness  of  rate  voluntarily  established, 

see  Evidence,  26. 
Power  of  Michigan  Commission  to  order  establiahmoiii  of  a  joint 

commodity  rate  by  railroads,  see  Rates,  48. 
Rates  for  beer,  see  Rates,  327. 

brick,  see  Rates,  319,  322-324. 

clay,  see  Rates,  319-321. 

coal,  see  Rates,  269,  331-336. 

cotton,  see  Rates,  329,  330. 

forest  products,  see  Rates,  106. 

fruit,  see  Raw,  328. 

gravel,  see  Rates,  325,  326. 

limestone,  see  Rates,  317,  318. 

marl,  see  Ratbs,  317. 
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melons,  see  Rates,  328. 

sand,  see  Rates,  S25,  326. 

vegetables,  see  Rates,  328. 
Reasonableness  of,  generally,  see  Rates,  313-335* 
Rates  for  class  "P,"  see  Rates,  314. 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 

See  Cabbiebs. 

COMMON  STOCK. 

See  Security  Issues. 

COMMUTATION  !RAT£S. 

Requiring  establishment  of,  over  electrified  branch  to  avoid  dis- 
crimination, see  DlSCBFMINATION,  138. 

Injunction  against,  on  the  ground  of  discrimination,  see  Discbimi- 
NATION,  226. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of,  on  rail- 
roads, see  Rates,  262. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate,  see  Rates,  46,  47. 

On  interurban  railway,  see  Rates,  244-246. 

On  railroads,  see  Rates,  298-303,  306-312. 

COBfMUTERS. 

Entitled  to  liberal  treatment,  see  Rates,  245. 

COBCPARISON  OF  RATES. 

Consideration  of,  in  holding  rates  to  be  discriminatory,  see  Appeal 

AND  Review,  31. 
Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rates,  see 

Rates,  100-114. 
Comparison  of  rates  on  ordinary  bituminous  coal  in  fixing  rates 

for  lignite  coal,  see  Rates,  333. 
For  sewer  service  with  water  and  electric  rates,  see  Rates,  336. 

COMPARISON  OF  RETXTRN. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  return, 
see  Retubn,  114,  115. 

COBCPARISON  OF  SERVICE. 

As  determinative  of  reasonableness  of  Sunday  train  service,  see 
Sebvioe,  265. 

COBCPARISON  OF  VALUES. 

Of  watershed  lands,  see  Valuation,  221, 

COBCPENSATION. 

Requiring  construction  of  side  track  without,  see  OoNSTiTUTioif  al 

Law,  11. 
Reasonableness  of  provision  as  to  time  for  payment  upon  municipal 

purchase,  see  Obdbbs,  1. 
Necessity  that  rates  be  compensatory,  see  Rates,  84. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


OOMPBTENCY— CONDITION  PRECEDENT.  69 

COBCPETEHCT. 

Of  evidenee,  see  Evidbhob,  60-5S. 

OOlffPETITIOir. 

See  Monopoly  and  Competition. 

Necessity  of  regulation  of  automobiles  operated  in  competition  with 
street  railways,  see  Automobilbs,  2. 

Of  suburban  railway  with  railroad  rates,  see  Discbimination, 
136,  136. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  competition  by  street  railway  in  fix- 
ing rates  of  interurban  railway,  see  Discbimination,  123. 

Consideration  of  loss  due  to  commercial  competition  in  fixing 
rates,  see  Rates,  218. 

In  changing  rates  to  eliminate  discrimination,  see  Rates,  77. 

Consideration  of  risk  of  future,  in  fixing  return,  see  Retubn,  121. 

OOHPETITOB. 

Allowance  for  franchise  acquired  from  competitive  company,  in 
valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  320. 

COBCPLAINT. 

See  Pleading,  1-11. 

Necessity  of  formal  complaint  to  secure  physical  connection  between 
telephones,  see  Pbocedube,  5. 

OOMPOSXTE  LIFE. 

Of  portions  of  electric  plant,  see  Depbeciation,  21. 
As  basis  of  computing  depreciation  of  electric  plant,  see  Depbboia- 
TION,  22. 

OOMPTTTATIOlf. 

Method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depbeoiation,  23-27. 
Of  return,  see  Retubn,  10-91. 

COKdiUSIVElfESS. 

Of  findings  by  the  Commission,  see  Appbal  and  Rbvibw,  24-37. 

COlTBEMKATIOlf. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  the  legality  of  proceed* 

ings  in,  see  Commissions,  36. 
Proceedings  to  condemn  property,  see  Eminent  Domain. 

CONBITIOK  PRECEDENT. 

To  granting  franchise  to  water  oompany,  see  Wateb,  16. 

Adequate  service  as  condition  precedent  to  return  on  investment,  see 
Service,  47. 

Valuation  as  ccmdition  precedent  to  requiring  adequate  and  suffi- 
cient service,  see  Sebvicb,  48. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


70  CONDITION&— CONNECTIONS. 

COlTBITIOlfS. 

Imposed  on  sale  of  waterworks  property,  see  Consolidation, 
Meroeb  and  Sale,  26-33. 

Effect  in  telephone  franchise  of  condition  forbidding  transfer  of 
franchise  and  system,  see  Franchise,  2,  3. 

Issuance  of  certificate  of  convenience  upon,  see  Inteeubban  Rail- 
ways, 1. 

Power  of  city  to  impose  condition  on  use  of  streets  by  public  util- 
ity, see  Municipalities,  5. 

COKDUCTOBS. 

Sale  of  excursion  tickets  by,  see  Intebubban  Railboads,  4. 
Necessity  of  providing,  on  interurban  railway  operated  at  a  loss,  see 
Service,  193. 

CONFISCATION. 

Particular  rates  as  confiscatory  although  return  as  a  whole  is  ade- 
quate, see  Constitutional  Law,  4. 

Admissibility  of  evidence  that  proposed  rate  is  confiscatory,  see 
Rates,  4. 

Distinction  between  reasonableness  and  confiscation,  see  Retubn, 
130-133. 

CONGRESS. 

Effect  of  congressional  action  or  inaction  upon  right  of  state  to 
regulate  interstate  commerce,  see  Intebstate  Commebce,  3-7. 

Control  of,  over  headlights  on  engines,  see  IntebbtAte  Comiobok, 
10. 

Jurisdiction  of  State  Commission  to  remove  discrimination  in  stock 
quotation  service  in  the  absence  of  action  by  Congress,  see  In- 
tebstate Commebce,  9. 

CONNECTED  LOAD. 

As  basis  for  establishment  of  rates  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  148- 
154. 

CONNECTICUT. 

Power  of  supreme  court  of  errors  on  appeals,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  12,  13. 

Effect  of  statute  providing  that  no  electric  railway  shall  be  con- 
structed across  the  tracks  of  any  steam  railroad  at  grade  to 
prevent  construction  of  electric  railway  across  industrial  spur 
track,  see  Cbossings,  17. 

CONNECTING  RAIIiOADS. 

Necessity  of  uniformity  of  rates  on,  see  Rates,  283. 

CONNECTIONS. 

See  also  Phtsical  Connection;  Sebvice  Connections. 
Duty  of  telephone  company  to  connect  with  a  subscriber  who  re- 
fuses to  pay  for  service,  see  Payments,  86. 
Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of,  see  Sebvice,  139-147. 
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GOHSEMT. 

To  order  as  estoppel  to  deny  power  of  board  to  make  the  order,  see 
Estoppel,  3. 

COHSERVATIOK. 

Oklahoma  rules  for  conservation  of  natural  gas,  see  Natubal  Gas, 

1. 
Of  natural  gas,  see  Rates,  2d8e. 
Qiange  from  flat  rate  to  meter  serrioe  for  purpose  of  conserving 

water  supply,  see  Rates,  497. 

CONSOLIDATION*  MEB0EB,  AND  SALE. 

/.  In  general,  J— 3. 
//.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  4,  5* 
///.  Consolidations  allowed  or  denied,  (I— dd. 
a.  Considerations  justifying,  6^17. 
1,  ElectHc  utilities,   6^9. 
^  2,  Railroads,  lO,  11, 

3.  Street  railways,  12. 

4.  Telephones,  13-^15. 

5.  Water,   10,   17. 

h.  Consideration  of  objections,   18-^25. 
c.  Conditions  imposed,  26~^3. 

J,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  sale  of  railroad  properties,  P.U.R.1915D, 

244. 
Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  sale  of  property  of  public  utility,  P.U.R. 

191jE,  827;  Appendix,  P.U.R.19I6F,  1069. 
Power  of  municipality  in  granting  franchise  to  operate  telephcme  utility 

in  streets  of  city  to  impose  condition  against  transfer  of  ^rstem, 

see  Municipalities,  5. 
Approval  of  Commisaion  of  purchase    price   as   fixing   valuation,  see 

Obdebs,  13. 
Meaning  of  "public  good"  in  statute  providing  for  approval  of  trans- 
fer or  lease  by  one  utility  of  its  franchise  cnr  property  to  another, 

see  Public  Good,  2. 
Determination  of  return  of  consolidated  telephone  company  without 

regard  to  rates  paid  on  amount  invested  before  consolidation,  see 

Retubn,  113. 
Purchase  of  stock  of  absorbed  company  as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see 

Sbcubity  Issues,  117. 
Amount  of  security  issues  upon,  see  Secubity  Issues,  140-144. 

1.  Telephone  mergers  should  provide  for  extending,  rather  than 
curtailing,  the  use  of  telephone  facilities.  Re  Valley  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
<Mkh.)  P.U.R.1916A,  55. 

2.  Under  the  Indiana  act  of  1913  declaring  it  to  be  the  public 
policy  of  the  state  that  competing  railroad  lines  may  not  be  consoli- 
dated, it  was  evidently  not  the  legislative  intention  that  competition, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


72         CONSOLIDATION,  MERGER,  AND  SALE,  II.,  III.  a,  1. 

however  slight  and  insignificant,  should  preclude  the  consdidation  of 
railway  properties,  even  though  they  intersect  at  right  angles.  Re 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  236. 

3.  The  merger  of  5  hydroelectric  companies  into  one  large  operating 
company  was  held  not  to  be  in  violation  of  the  Idaho  antimonopoly 
statute  (Sessions  Laws  of  19II,  chap.  215),  but  to  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  consuming  public,  the  investors,  and  the  financial  credit  of  the 
state,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Commission  has  ample  power  under 
the  Public  Utilities  act  to  regulate  rates  and  service,  where  the  utilities 
were  operating  at  a  loss  or  without  any  return,  and  the  consolidated 
company  would  enjoy,  under  economies  and  increased  revenue  from 
the  merger,  sufficient  income  to  yield  a  reasonable  return  on  a  fair 
valuation  of  the  properties,  to  enable  the  public  to  be  adequately 
served,  and  to  rehabilitate  its  financial  credit  Re  Merger  of  Hydro- 
Electric  Cos.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  876. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  sale  of  part  of  plant  by  water  company 
where  application  fbr  approval  is  made  by  intending*  purchaser^ 
see  Commissions,  52. 

4.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  legal  effect 
of  a  purchase  by  one  public  service  corporation  serving  a  certain  terri- 
tory, of  the  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises  of  another  company  serv- 
ing a  different  territory,  upon  the  right  of  the  purchasing  company  to 
supply  a  district  beyond  the  limits  of  its  own  charter.  Re  Avoca  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  768. 

5.  In  the  absence  of  express  statutory  authority  therefor,  the  New 
Jersey  Commission  is  without  power  to  authorize  corporations  created 
by  or  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  sister  state  to  be  consolidated  by 
or  merged  in  a  corporation  organized  under  the  New  Jersey  oorporatioB 
act.    Re  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  6. 

Ill,  Consolidations  allowed  or  denied, 

a.  Considerations  justifying. 

1.  ElectHc  utilUies. 

6.  The  sale  of  the  properties  of  two 
another  company  was  authorized,  such  ] 
curities  of  the  latter  company  in  such 
value  of  the  property  transferred.  Graft 
Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  1064  (S.  C.  77 

7.  The  sale  of  the  property  of  one 
other  was  approved,  it  appearing  that  ad 
rate  would  be  furnished  and  that  the  se: 
out  any  increase  in  rates.    Re  Citizens' 
1915A,  510. 

8.  The  consolidation  of  two  electric 
of  the  property  of  one  to  the  other  was  a] 
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the  conaolidatioB  would  make  possible  more  eoonomioal  financing  and 
would  simplify  relations  with  the  public;  that  the  facilities  for  furnish- 
ing and  distributing  electricity  would  not  thereby  be  diminished,  and  no 
increase  in  aggr^ate  capital  stock  or  aggregate  debt  of  the  two  com- 
panies would  result.  Re  Turners  Falls  Power  &  Electric  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  61. 

9.  An  electric  power  company  adequately  able  to  absorb  the  dupli- 
cate facilities  of  a  competitive  company  without  detriment  to  the  serv- 
ice or  rates  of  either  company  or  to  itself  was  authorized  to  purchase 
from  a  power  company  operating  in  the  same  territory  all  of  its  plant 
and  property  including  the  franchises,  where  it  appeared  that  the  sell- 
ing company  was  financially  unable  to  continue  properly  to  serve  its 
patrons,  upon  condition  that  the  price  paid  should  not  be  binding  for 
rate-making  or  other  purposes;  that  the  transfer  of  franchises  should 
be  made  only  after  the  purchasing  company  had  filed  a  statement  of  the 
franchises  imder  which  it  proposed  to  operate,  to  be  approved  by  the 
Commission,  and  that  the  purchasing  c<»npaiiy  stipulate  that  it  does 
not,  and  will  not,  claim  a  value  for  the  franchises  so  conveyed  to  it 
otiier  than  the  actual  amount  paid  by  the  selling  company  in  acquiring 
them.    Re  Tulare  County  Power  Co.  (CaL)  P.UJ1.1915E,  817. 

2,  Bailroad8. 

10.  The  consolidation  of  two  independent  railway  corporations  was 
permitted  where  it  appeared  that  there  had  not  been  any  competition 
between  them  since  1891,  and  that  their  consolidation  would  be  in  the 
interest  of  economy.  Re  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,»236. 

11.  An  individual  owning  and  operating  a  railroad  was  authorized 
to  sell  the  same  to  a  railroad  company  incorporated  for  that  purpose. 
Re  Henshaw  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  749. 

a.  street  railways, 

12.  An  interurban  railway  company  was  authorized  to  lease  cer- 
tain of  its  lines  within  the  limits  of  a  city  to  a  competing  street  rail* 
way  company  where  it  appeared  that  there  was  an  unnecessary  dupli- 
cation of  facilities,  that  the  interurban  lines  were  operated  at  a  loss^ 
that  the  cost  of  operation  would  be  reduced,  and  the  service  improved 
with  universal  transfer  privileges.  Re  Central  California  Traction  Ca 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  424. 

4.  Telephones, 

13.  The  sale  of  the  property  of  one  telephone  utility  to  another  was 
authorized  where  it  appeared  that  the  purchased  utility  was  insolvent, 
that  the  purchasing  utility  was  in  a  position  to  give  adequate  service 
to  all  subscribers,  that  the  sale  would  eliminate  the  duplication  of 
facilities,  and  that  the  increased  cost  of  the  service  to  the  subscribers  of 
the  insolvent  company  was  not  opposed  by  the  subscribers  affected. 
Re  Murphysboro  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  965. 

14.  An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  one  telephone  utility  to  another  for 
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a  consideration  of  $100,000,  and  5  per  cent  interest  to  the  date  of  final 
transfer,  was  approved  by  the  Commission;  it  appearing  that  the  ex- 
penditure of  cash  in  the  construction  of  the  plant  was  $153,140.93,  the 
present  value  $102,147,  and  the  cost  of  reproduction  $133,537;  and  such 
sale  was  ordered  without  prejudice  to  rights  under  valid  existing  con- 
tracts. Re  Delaware  &  M.  Counties  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B> 
47S. 

15.  A  newly  formed  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  purchase 
properties  of  three  existing  companies,  it  appearing  that  the  subscribers 
of  the  latter  companies  were  not  being  adequately  served  by  such  com* 
panics  operating  separably,  and  that  a  growing  business  required  more 
adequate  facilities  which  would  be  furnished  by  the  new  company.  Re 
Moosehead  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.Ra915D,  260. 

5.  Water, 

16.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  approve  a  con^tract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  waterworlcB  plant  by  a  municipality  althdugh  a  valuation 
by  the  Commission  might  differ  somewhat  from  that  fixbd  upon  by  the 
parties,  and  although  no  new  appraisal  of  the  property  to  be  pur- 
chased, has  been  made  by  the  Commission,  where  the  parties  have 
mutually  agreed  and  have  had  quite  full  light  on  the  mattet:  of  valua- 
tion, and  where  the  amount  fixed  by  them  closely  approximates  a  rea- 
sonable selling  price.    Re  Menomonie  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  428.  \ 

17.  An  allowance  of  $10  was  held  to  be  reasonable  as  a  coit^idera- 
tion  for  the  transfer  of  the  legal  title  of  a  waterworks  system'  by  a 
realty  company  to  an  individual,  although  the  property  was  appr)aised 
at  approximately  $30,000,  where  it  appeared  that  the  realty  c6mpany 
had  on  various  occasions  attempted  to  transfer  title  to  the  sysl 
for  practically  no  consideration,  and  that  the  property  had  been  prcilt 
tically  paid  for  by  consumers  in  the  purchase  of  their  lots.  Re  Rich 
land  Realty  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  847.  \ 

h.  C%nMderation  of  ohjeetiona. 


IS.  Approval  of  a  plan  of  reorganization  and  consolidation  of  pub-  \ 
lie  service  corporations  will  not  be  withheld  by  the  California  Com-  \ 
nussion  on  the  objection  of  creditors  of  a  company  interested,  through  \ 

stock  ownership  in  the  companies   proposed   to  be   reorganized,   that  \ 

assets  to  which  they  look  for  relief  may  be  placed  beyond  their  reach,  * 

where  it  appears  that  there  is  no  value  in  the  stock  so  owned,  espe- 
cially in  view  of  the  fact  that  such  creditors  have  recourse  to  the  \ 
proper   tribunal   to   protect   whatever   rights   they   may   have   in   the  ^ 
matter.    Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  807. 

19.  Approval  of  a  plan  of  reorganization  and  consolidation  of  pub- 
lic service  corporations  will  not  be  withheld  by  the  California  Com- 
mission, in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  of  fraud,  on  the  objection  that 
the  transaction  gives  certain  minority  stockholders  nothing  for  their 
stock  for  which  they  have  paid  cash,  where  it  appears  that  the  sale 
of  the  property  in  pursuance  of  such  plan  of  reorganization  and  con- 
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solidation  was  regularly  authorized  by  the  controlling  stock  interests, 
according  to  law.    Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916C,  807. 

20.  That  the  separation  of  the  accounts  of  two  companies  about  to 
be  consolidated  can  be  more  effectually  maintained  if  they  remain  as 
separate  corporations,  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  denying  the  con- 
solidation, since  if  there  is  a  substantial  reason  why  public  service 
charges  should  be  apportioned  between  the  two  companies,  the  result 
can  be  obtained  by  an  order  for  separate  accounting  systems.  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  1064  (S.  C.  77 
X.  H.  539,  94  Atl.  193). 

21.  That,  upon  the  purchase  of  the  properties  of  two  existing  com- 
panies by  a  new  company,  the  capital  outstanding  against  these  prop* 
erties  would  be  largely  increased,  that  such  increase  ought  not  to  be 
permitted  without  a  corresponding  increase  of  assets,  and  that  this 
applies  with  especial  force  to  a  case  where  the  present  owners  of  the 
stock  of  the  existing  companies  have  bought  it  for  less  than  its  value, 
and  purpose  to  make  a  profit  by  the  sale  thereof  to  the  new  company, 
are  not  sufficient  reasons  for  denying  to  the  existing  companies  the 
right  to  sell  their  properties,  which  right  is  possessed  by  strictly  pri- 
vate corporations.  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State, 
P.iJ.R.1916C,  1064  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  639,  94  Atl.  193). 

22.  The  acquisition  by  a  city  of  the  franchise  of  an  electric  light 
and  power  company  to  sell  current  directly  to  consumers  of  the  city, 
separate  and  apart  from  its  physical  property,  under  an  agreement  to 
buy  such  current  from  the  company  at  wholesale  rfLtes  for  a  ten-year 
period  only,  would  affect  the  company's  so-called  going  value,  inasmush 
as  the  company,  having  relinquished  its  franchise,  would  have  no  right 
to  do  business  in  the  city  at  the  end  of  such  period.  Neenah  v.  Wis- 
consin Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

23.  A  city  would  secure  no  advantage  that  could  not  be  secured  by 
an  investigation  into  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  by  acquiring  separate 
and  apart  from  the  physical  property  the  franchise  of  an  electric  light 
and  power  company  to  sell  current  to  consumers  of  the  city  under  an 
agreement  to  buy  such  current  from  the  company,  since  in  order  to 
net  the  company  a  reasonable  return  on  its  business  it  would  have  to 
pay  interest,  taxes,  and  depreciation  on  all  its  property  used  for  that 
city  plus  the  actual  cost  of  delivering  current.  Neenah  v.  Wisconsin 
Traction,  Light,  Heat,  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

24.  An  objection  to  the  purchase  by  a  newly  formed  telephone  com* 
pany  of  the  property  of  three  existing  telephone  companies  on  the 
ground  that  the  purchasing  company  might,  under  its  charter,  obtain 
authority  to  do  business  in  territory  occupied  by  objecting  companies, 
is  untenable  where  it  appears  that  the  new  company  has  no  intention 
of  invading  such  territory,  and  where,  in  any  event,  it  would  have  to 
comply  with  §§  27  and  28  of  the  Utilities  act  before  it  could  do  so. 
Re  Moosehead  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  260. 

25.  An  agreement  for  the  sale  by  one  water  company  to  another  of 
all  its  property,  rights,  and  franchises,  except  the  franchise  of  be- 
ing a  corporation,  will  not  be  approved,  since  this  would  amount  to 
a  virtual  dissolution  of  the  company  in  a  mode  not  prescribed  by  law. 
Re   Holly  Beach,  W.  &  N.  W.  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  629. 
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c.  Conditions  imposed. 

26.  Permission  was  granted  to  a  realty  company  owning  a  water- 
works system,  designed  to  supply  purchasers  of  its  land,  to  transfer 
the  legal  title  of  such  property  to  an  individual  upon  condition  that 
the  latter  agree  that  neither  he  nor  his  assigns  should  ever  claim  in 
any  rate  inquiry  a  return  upon  any  amoimt  beyond  that  actually  in- 
vested in  the  property,  or  demand  from  any  public  authority  undertak- 
ing to  acquire  such  property,  any  compensation  beyond  the  amoimt 
actually  invested  by  the  purchaser  in  the  plant,  it  appearing  that  it 
was  never  intended  that  the  consumers  should  pay  in  their  water  bills 
anything  in  the  way  of  return  upon  the  investment  made  by  the  realty 
company.     Re  Richland  Realty  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  847. 

27.  A  land  company  was  authorized  to  transfer  its  domestic  water 
system  and  certain  of  its  irrigation  ditches  and  laterals  to  a  water 
company,  and  the  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  capital  stock 
in  payment  therefor,  upon  condition  that  the  land  company  guarantee 
the  water  company  against  any  loss  that  might  accrue  in  the  operation 
of  the  property,  and  permit  the  water  company  to  use  any  ditches  or 
laterals  owned  by  the  land  company,  which  might  be  required  by  the 
water  company,  in  the  proper  conduct  of  its  business,  and  that  the 
water  company  carry  out  all  the  obligations  of  the  land  company  in 
respect  to  water  service.  Re  Fresno  Farms  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
324. 

28.  Upon  the  reorganization  and  consolidation  of  several  public 
service  corporations,  the  California  Commission  approved  of  the  trans> 
feV  to  the  consolidated  company  of  a  lease  owned  by  one  of  the  existing 
companies,  with  the  reservation  that  the  Commission  did  not  by  such 
authority  in  any  degree  place  its  approval  upon  the  lease  or  agree- 
ments or  contracts  in  connection  therewith.  Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  807. 

29.  An  order  permitting  a  water  company  to  sell  its  property  to 
another  was  granted  on  condition  that  the  stock  and  bonds  authorized 
to  be  issued  in  payment  therefor  should  not  be  binding  upon  the  Com- 
mission or  any  other  body  as  a  measure  of  value  of  the  property. 
Re  South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  38. 

30.  An  order  authorizing  the  purchase  of  independent  telephone  ex- 
changes by  a  telephone  company  was/  granted  upon  condition  that 
physical  connection  between  such  exchanges  and  the  lines  of  another 
company,  which  had  previously  been  severed,  should  be  restored.  Re 
Valley  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  55. 

31.  Upon  the  merger  of  an  electric  company  which  had  sold  electricity 
principally  at  wholesale,  into  another  company  which  had  previously 
sold  electricity  at  retail,  purchasing  its  supply  from  the  first  company, 
the  latter  company  was  authorized  to  issue  securities  for  the  outstand- 
ing stock  of  the  first  company  and  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  the 
interest  on  its  bonds,  the  companies  being  required  to  write  off  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  the  intangible  value  reprcfiented  by  the  stock  of  the 
merged  company  which  had  not  been  issued  for  cash  or  an  equivalent  in 
property.    Re  Buffalo  General  Electric  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915E,  257. 

32.  A  mining  company  operating  a  hydro-electric  system  to  run  the 
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mine,  and  supplying  a  small  number  of  customers  with  electric  energy, 
was  authorized  to  sell  its  property  to  an  Individual,  provided  that  the 
authorized  sale  price  should  not  be  taken  as  the  value  of  the  property 
before  the  Commission  or  any  public  body  for  rate-fixing  or  other  pur- 
poses.   Re  Standard  Consol.  Min.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1915B,  23. 

33.  Upon  granting  permission  to  an  interurban  railway  company  to 
lease  certain  of  its  competing  city  lines  to  a  street  railway  company, 
the  interurban  company  was  not  permitted  to  abandon  passenger  serv- 
ice on  a  line  serving  a  certain  district  while  continuing  freight  service, 
where  such  district  would  be  left  practically  without  service  except 
an  occasional  interurban  car  running  at  infrequent  intervals,  and  per- 
sons had  purchased  property  and  erected  homes  on  the  faith  of  the 
continuance  of  such  service.  Re  Central  California  Traction  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  424. 

COKSPIRACT. 

Effect  of,  upon  application  for  certificate  of  public  convenience,  see 
Chitificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  8. 

CONSTITUTIOlf. 

Constitutional  jurisdiction  of  California  Commission  over  common 

carriers,  see  Commissions,  13. 
Jurisdiction  of  Colorado  Commission  to  regulate  rates  for  service 

of  street  railway  located  in  city  under  special  charter  under 

the  home  rule  amendment  to  the  Colorado  Constitution,  see 

Commissions,  21. 

coNSTmrrioNA]:.  law. 

/.  Dtie  process  and  equal  protection,  1^21.  » 

//.  Class  legislation,  22^24. 

III,  Imposition  of  excessive  penalties,  2&^27. 

IV.  Denial  of  trial  by  jury,  28, 

V,  Impairment  of  contracts,  29^9. 
VI,  Delegation  of  powers,  50—62. 
VII,  Departments  of  government,  63,  64, 
VIII,  Police  power,   65, 
IX,  Additional  servitude,  66, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1062. 

Ordinance  restricting  number  of  jitney  busses  to  be  operated  on  the 
street  as  obnoxious  to  constitutional  provisions  against  monopolies, 
see  Automobiles,  16. 

Act  conferring  corporate  powers  upon  boards  of  public  utility  com- 
missioners created  by  it  as  a  special  law,  see  Commissions,  1. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissions  to  pass  upon  constitutionality  of  Public 
Service  Commission  act,  see  Commissions,  31. 

Power  of  Commission  to  declare  unconstitutional  a  statute  forbidding^ 
discrimination  in  telephone  rates,  see  Commissions,  33. 

Construction  of  bids  for  electric  lighting  as  judicial  question,  see  Com-- 

MISSIONS,  48. 
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Constitutionality  of  statute  authorizing  Comtniaeion  to  determine 
whether  telegraph  station  should  be  abandoned,  see  Service,  23. 

Statute  declaring  invalid  evidences  of  indebtedness  when  unaccompanied 
by  certificate  showing  approval  by  Commission  as  violating  consti- 
tutional provision  that  no  corporation  shall  issue  stocks  or  bonds 
except  for  money  paid,  labor  done,  or  property  actually  received, 
see  Secubitt  Issues,  23. 

Validity  of  statute  as  dependent  upon  title,  see  Statutes,  2,  4. 

Amendment  of  unconstitutional  act,  see  Statutes,  5. 

Who  may  set  up  unconstitutionality  of  statute,  see  Statutes,  7. 

/.  Due  process  and  equal  protection. 

Power  of  Commission  to  take  property  without  due  process,  see  Com- 
missions, 6. 

Statute  declaring  invalid  evidences  of  indebtedness  when  unaccompanied 
by  certificate  showing  approval  by  Commission 'as  depriving  owner 
of  due  process,  see  Security  Issues,  24. 

1.  The  exercise  by  a  state  of  its  lawful  power  to  fix  street  railway 
rates,  notwithstanding  a  mimicipal  rate  ordinance,  does  not  deprive 
the  street  railway  company  of  its  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D, 
591  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  174,  59  L.  ed.  1254,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820,  affirm- 
ing 153  Wis.  592,  L.R.A.1915F,  744,  142  N.  W.  491,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A, 
911). 

2.  In  making  rates  the  Commissioners  do  not  assume  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  the  property  or  business  of  the  common  carrier, 
but  by  making  lawful  rates  they  supervise  and  regulate  the  rendering 
of  the  public  service  *'for  the  correction  of  abuses  and  to  prevent  un- 
just discrimination  and  excessive  charges,*'  as  contemplated  by  the 
state  Constitution.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  105  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  68  So.  729). 

3.  In  conferring  upon  the  Railroad  Commissioners  authority  to 
make  reasonable  and  just  rates  to  be  charged  by  railroad  common  car- 
riers for  intrastate  transportation,  instead  of  merely  conferring  upon 
the  Commissioners  authority  to  supervise  and  regulate  such  rates  as 
may  initially  be  fixed  by  the  carrier,  the  legislature  does  not  invade 
the  constitutional  right  of  **acquiring,  possessing,  and  protecting  prop- 
erty," nor  deprive  anyone  of  "property  without  due  process  of  law." 
State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
105   (S.  C.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  68  So.  729). 

4.  The  maximum  intrastate  rates  fixed  by  N.  D.  Laws  1907,  chap. 
51,  for  the  transportation  of  coal  in  carload  lots,  are  confiscatory  and 
deny  the  carrier  the  due  process  of  law  guaranteed  by  U.  S.  Const.,  14th 
Amend.,  where,  taking  into  account  the  entire  traffic  to  which  such 
rates  are  applied,  they  compel  the  carrier  to  transport  the  commodity 
for  less  than  cost,  or  without  substantial  compensation  in  addition  to 
cost,  although  the  return  to  the  carrier  from  its  entire  intrastate  oper- 
ations may  be  adequate.-  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  North  Dakota,  P.U.R. 
191 5C,  277  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  585,  59  L.  ed.  735,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  429,  reversing  26  N.  D.  438,  145  N.  W.  135). 
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5.  The  rate  of  2  cents  a  mile,  fixed  By  railway  passenger  traffic 
by  W.  Va.  Acts  1907,  chap.  41,  offends  against  the  due  process  of  law 
clause  of  U.  8.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  as  being  confiscatory,  where,  as 
applied  to  the  entire  intrastate  passenger  business  of  a  carrier,  sep- 
arately considered,  such  rate  yields  at  most  a  very  narrow  margin 
above  the  cost  of  such  traOic.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Conley,  P.U.R. 
1915C,  293   (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  606,  69  L.  ed.  745,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  437). 

6.  The  rule  of  law  hitherto  prevalent  that  the  rate  on  each  and 
every  commodity  transported  in  intrastate  commerce  need  not  return  a 
profit,  provided  the  entire  intrastate  business  of  the  carrier  shows  a 
fair  profit,  must  be  abandoned  in  deference  to  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  North  Dakota, 
decided  March  8,  1915,  236  U.  S.  586,  69  L.  ed.  735,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  P.U.R. 
1915C,  277,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  429.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  377  (S.  C.  95  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

7.  An  order  of  the  Commission  regulating  the  switching  charges  for 
services  rendered  by  one  railroad  to  another  is  not  a  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  state  and  Federal  Constitutions  relative  to  due  process 
of  law  as  amoimting  to  a  permit  to  a  railroad  to  operate  its  trains  and 
cars  over  and  upon  the  track  and  into  the  terminals  of  another  rail- 
road. Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916D,  141  (S.  C.  267  111.  544,  108  N.  E.  737). 

8.  The  procedure  under  Ky.  Stat.  §  829,  for  recovery  before  the 
state  Railroad  Commission  of  reparation  for  payments  previously  made 
to  a  carrier  for  transportation  in  excess  of  the  rates  found  by  such 
Commission  to  be  reasonable  cannot  be  said  to  deny  the  due  process 
of  law  guaranteed  by  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  on  the  theory  that 
there  is  no  formal  issue  and  no  method  of  requiring  the  production  of 
evidence,  where  there  were  pleadings  sufficiently  formal,  and  the  car- 
rier was  permitted  to  raise  such  issues  and  introduce  such  evidence  as 
it  desired,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it  suffered  for  lack  of 
compulsory  process  against  witnesses.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Finn, 
P.U.R.  1915 A,  121  (S.  C.  235  U.  S.  601,  59  L.  ed.  379,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
146,  affirming  214  Fed.  465,  former  appeal  231  U.  S.  298,  68  L.  ed.  229, 
34Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  48). 

9.  There  is  no  merit  in  the  objection  that  the  provision  of  the  act 
of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913, 
f  8563),  §§8,  16,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at 
L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  for  the  allowance  of  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee  in  case  of  plaintiff's  final  success  in  an  action 
to  recover  from  a  carrier  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained 
by  a  shipper  and  awarded  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  by 
reason  of  the  carrier's  violation  of  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  is 
invalid  as  being  purely  arbitrary,  and  as  imposing  a  penalty  for  merely 
failing  to  pay  a  debt.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R,  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modify- 
ing  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

10.  Due  process  of  law  is  not  denied  a  railway  company,  contrary 
to  U.  S.  Const,  14th  Amend.,  by  an  order  of  a  state  Railroad  Com- 
mission, made  under  l^islative  authority,  directing  the  company  to 
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discontinue  its  praetice  of  demanding  prepayment  of  freight  from  one 
carrier  while  not  exacting  it  from  another.  Wadley  Southern  R.  Co.  r. 
Georgia,  P.U.R.1915A,  106  (S.  C.  235  U.  S.  661,  59  L.  ed.  405,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  214,  affirming  137  Ga.  497,  73  S.  E.  741). 

11.  The  Mississippi  statute  (Laws  of  1908,  chap.  88)  which,  in 
effect,  gives  the  Railroad  Commission  the  power  to  require  railroad 
companies  to  construct,  without  compensation,  spur  tracks  connecting 
their  main  line  with  manufacturing  and  other  industrial  plants,  if  such 
tracks  can  he  constructed  without  causing  hazard  to  the  property  and 
trains  of  the  railroad  company,  contravenes  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  since  under  it  the  Commission  may  take  the  property  of 
railroads  without  due  compensation,  and  the  fact  that  the  Commission 
might  consider  each  application  for  side  tracks  upon  its  merits  does 
not  render  the  statute  valid.  Mclnnis  v.  New  Orleans  &.  N.  E.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1915D,  418  (S.  C.  —  Miss.  — ,  L.R.A.1016E,  682,  68  So.  481). 

12.  The  property  of  a  railroad  company  is  not  taken  without  due 
process  of  law  hy  an  order  of  a  Commission  that  it  raise  its  grades  so 
as  to  permit  another  railroad  to  cross,  where  the  order  provides  that 
before  the  property  can  actually  be  occupied  the  company  constructing 
the  crossing  must  either  agree  with  the  other  as  to  the  damages  for  the 
crossing,  or  must  in  eminent  domain  proceedings  settle  the  amount  of 
compensation  it  is  legally  required  to  pay  for  the  taking  of  the  crossing 
under  the  proposed  plan.  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
191 5D,  941  (S.  C.  268  111.  68,  108  N.  E.  800). 

13.  The  enforcement  of  an  order  of  a  State  Railroad  Commission 
directing  a  railway  company  to  erect  in  its  stockyards  in  a  specified 
village  a  scale  of  at  least  6  tons  capacity,  without  affording  the  railway 
company  an  opportunity  to  abate  any  existing  discrimination  against 
such  village  by  discontinuing  the  use  of  similar  scales  already  installed 
at  some  other  stock-shipping  stations  on  its  line,  takes  the  railway  com- 
pany's property  without  due  process  of  law,  contrary  to  U.  S.  Const., 
14th  Amend.,  where  such  scales  have  no  direct  part  in  transportation, 
nor  in  the  business  of  selling  at  the  terminal  yards,  but  are  merely  a 
convenience  which  gives  the  station  possessing  one  an  advantage  over  a 
place  where  none  exists.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  P.U.R. 
1916D,  701  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  340,  59  L.  ed.  1337,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  733, 
reversing  122  Minn.  55,  141  N.  W.  1102). 

14.  The  property  of  one  carrier  is  not  appropriated  without  compen- 
sation to  the  use  of  another  carrier,  contrary  to  U.  S.  Const.  5th  Amend., 
by  an  order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  made  under  the 
supposed  authority  of  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  380, 
chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8565),  §  3,  requiring  the  first  carrier 
to  desist  from  its  practice  of  refusing  to  interchange  carload  freight 
with  one  connecting  carrier  within 'the  switching  limits  of  a  city,  while 
performing  such  service  in  connection  with  other  connecting  carriers 
within  such  switching  limits.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  United  States,  P.U.R. 
1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  361,  69  L.  ed.  616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370, 
afllrming  214  Fed.  445). 

15.  The  property  of  a  steam  railway  carrier  is  not  taken  without 
due  process  of  law,  contrary  to  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  by  an  order 
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of  the  Michigan  Railroad  Commission,  made  under  the  authority  of 
Mich.  Pub.  Acts  1907,  act  No.  312,  §  7,  requiring  such  railway  com- 
pany to  interchange  with  an  interurban  electric  railway,  at  the  point 
of  physical  connection  in  a  specified  town,  cars,  carload  and  less  than 
carload  shipments,  and  passenger  traffic,  where  such  order  does  not 
require  the  steam  railway  company  to  haul  cars  to  points  on  the 
electric  railway,  but  only  to  permit  them  to  be  hauled  by  the  electric 
railway  company,  and  does  not  exclude  the  ordinary  remedies  for  de- 
lay in  returning  the  cars,  or  for  loss  or  damage  to  them,  and  does 
not  contemplate  that  the  steam  railway  company  shall  be  required  to 
permit  the  use  of  its  cars  (or  of  the  cars  of  other  carriers  for  which  it 
is  responsible)  beyond  its  line  without  compensation.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Michigan  R.  Commission,  P.U.R.1015C,  263  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  615, 
59  L.  ed.  750,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  422,  affirming  168  Mich.  230,  132  N.  W. 
1068). 

16.  A  state,  acting  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  not  in  hostility  to 
any  Federal  regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  may,  without  denying 
the  due  process  of  law  guaranteed  by  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  make 
a  reasonable  order  requiring  a  carrier  to  permit  empty  or  loaded  cars 
owned  by  it  to  be  hauled  from  its  line  upon  a  connecting  line  for  pur- 
poses of  loading  or  delivery  of  intrastate  freight,  and  to  permit  the 
cars  of  other  carriers,  loaded  with  such  freight,  consigned  to  points 
on  the  connecting  line,  to  be  hauled  from  its  line  upon  the  connecting 
line  for  purposes  of  delivery.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1915C,  263  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  615,  59  L.  ed.  750,  35  Sup. 
a.  Rep.  422,  affirming  168  Mich.  230,  132  N.  W.  1068). 

17.  The  reserved  right  of  a  state  to  amend  corporate  charters  cannot 
be  exercised  so  as  to  take  the  property  of  a  corporation  without  due 
process  of  law.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wisconsin,  P.U.R.1915D, 
706  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  491,  59  L.  ed.  1423,  L.R.A.1916A,  1133,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  869,  reversing  152  Wis.  341,  140  N.  W.  70,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C, 
478). 

18.  A  state  statute  which,  like  Wis.  Laws  1911,  chap.  272,  prohibits 
the  letting  down  of  an  unengaged  and  unoccupied  upper  berth  in  a 
sleeping  car  when  the  lower  berth  in  the  same  section  is  occupied,  takes 
property  without  compensation,  contrary  to  the  due  process  of  law 
clause  of  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  and  cannot  be  sustained  as  a  rea* 
sonable  exercise  of  the  state's  police  power.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Wisconsin,  P.UJL1915D,  706  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  491,  59  L.  ed.  1423, 
L.R.A.1916A,  1133,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  869,  reversing  162  Wis.  341,  140 
X.  W.  70,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  478). 

19.  Statutes  designed  to  restrict  the  issue  of  stock  to  actual  in- 
vestment do  not  operate  to  deprive  the  companies  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law  or  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  law.  Re 
Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

20.  The  14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
is  not  violated  as  to  a  railroad  company  by  the  inclusion  in  the  valu- 
ation of  its  operating  property,  of  the  element  of  intangible  value 
representing  the  density  of  traffic  and  volume  of  business  along  the 
line,  the  nature  of  the  country  through  which  it  runs,  the  facilities 
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for  transacting  railroad  business  owned  and  operated  by  private  in- 
dividuals, the  price  at  which  the  plaintiff  purchases  its  fuel  supply, 
and  the  resources  of  the  country  adjacent  to  its  line,  and  the  density 
of  the  population  living  contiguous  thereto,  although  the  ''good 
wiir'  of  private  business  concerns  was  not  assessed,  since  such  "good 
will"  does  not  enter  into  the  value  of  the  physical  property  of  such 
concerns.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  232  (S.  C.  84  Wash. 
510,  147  Pac.  45). 

21.  A  carrier  which,  after  reasonable  notice  of  the  making  of  an 
administrative  order  by  the  state  Railroad  Commission,  failed  to  resort 
to  the  safe,  adequate,  and  available  remedy  under  Ga.  Civ.  Code  1911, 
§  2625,  by  which  it  could  test  the  validity  of  such  order  by  a  suit  in 
the  courts  against  the  Commission,  but  instead  attacked  its  validity 
when  sued  under  §  2667,  for  the  penalty  which  that  section  imposes 
for  violations  of  such  order,  and  which  may  be  any  amount,  up  to 
$5,000  a  day,  could  be  subjected  to  such  penalty,  where  that  defense 
proved  unsuccessful,  without  denying  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
or  due  process  of  law  guaranteed  by  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Wadley  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Georgia,  P.U.R.1916A,  106  (S. 
C.  235  U.  S.  651,  59  L.  ed.  405,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  214,  affirming  137  Ga. 
497,  73  8.  E.  741). 

II,  Class  legislation, 

22.  Specification  of  the  price  charged  by  a  common  carrier  vehicle, 
as  an  element  of  its  description  in  an  ordinance  prescribing  its  class, 
does  not  make  the  classification  arbitrary  or  discriminative,  unless  it 
appears  that  there  are  other  vehicles  of  the  same  class,  as  determined 
by  the  nature  of  their  business,  that  charge  prices  other  than  those  speci- 
fied. Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A. 
1915F,  840.  85  S.  E.  781). 

23.  A  municipal  ordinance  regulating  automobiles  known  as  jitney 
busses,  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passei^^ers  on  the  public  streets 
for  a  charge  of  10  cents  or  less,  is  not  an  arbitrary  classification  of 
vehicles,  because  based  on  the  fare  charged;  nor  is  it  a  discrimination 
against  this  species  of  vehicle;  and  such  regulation  is  warranted  by  the 
Constitutional.  Ex  parte  Cardinal,  P.U.R.1916E,  282  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — , 
L.R.A.1915F,  850,  150  Pac.  348). 

24.  An  ordinance  does  not  unjustly  discriminate  against  an  operator 
of  a  jitney  in  requiring  him  to  procure  a  contract  from  some  insurance 
corporation  indenmifying  his  liability  for  accidents,  while  street  car 
companies  and  the  drivers  of  ordinary  hacks  and  automobiles  are  not 
required  to  procure  such  insurance.  Ex  parte  Sullivan,  P.U.R.1915E, 
441  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178  S.  W.  537). 

Ill,  Imposition  of  excessive  penalties. 

See  also  supra,  21. 

25.  The  imposition  upon  a  telephone  company  under  the  supposed 
authority  of  Kirby's  (Ark.)  Dig.  §  7948,  of  penalties  aggregating  $6,300, 
because  of  its  impartial  enforcement  against  one  of  its  patrons  of  a 
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regulation  that  it  will  not  furnish  telephone  service  to  any  patron  in 
arrears  for  past  service,  and  will  not  accord  to  a  patron  so  in  arrears 
the  discount  usually  allowed  for  paying  in  advance  of  a  designated 
time,  takes  the  company's  property  without  due  process  of  law,  contrary 
to  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  where  such  regulation  was  not  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  statute,  and  there  was  no  judicial  decision  in  the 
state  holding  i>r  indicating  that  it  was  unreasonable,  and  it  had  been 
adopted  in  good  faith,  and  had  been  uniformly  and  impartially  en- 
forced for  many  years.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Danaher, 
P.U.R.1915D,  671  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  482,  59  L.  ed.  1419,  L.K.A.1916A, 
1208,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  886,  reversing  94  Ark.  533,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1027, 
127  S.  W.  963,  104  Ark.  547,  144  S.  W.  925). 

26.  A  state  statute  xinder  which  enormous'  penalties  are  imposed 
upon  a  railway  company  for  violating  lawful  administrative  orders 
of  the  state  Railroad  Commission  is  void  under  U.  S.  Const.,  14th 
Amend.,  although  such  orders  are  made  after  full  hearing  before  the 
Commission,  if  access  to  the  courts  to  test  the  constitutional  validity 
of  the  Commission's  orders  is  denied,  or  if  the  right  of  review  actually 
given  is  one  of  which  the  carrier  may  avail  itself  only  at  the  risk  of 
having  to  pay  such  penalties  if  the  order  is  found  to  be  valid.  Wadley 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Georgia,  P.U.R.1915A,  106  (S.  C  236  U.  S.  651,  59 
L.  ed.  405,  35  Sup.  a.  Rep.  214,  affirming  137  Ga.  497,  73  S.  E.  741). 

27.  Authorizing  the  imposition  upon  a  railway  company  of  a  penalty 
of  $5,000  per  day  for  violating  a  lawful  administrative  order  of  the 
state  Railroad  Commission,  as  is  done  by  Ga.  Civ.  Code,  1911,  §  2667, 
does  not  deny  the  company  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  or  due 
process  of  law,  contrary  to  U.  S.  Const.,  14th  Amend.,  where,  under 
§  2625  of  the  Georgia  Code,  the  carrier  has  the  right  to  a  judicial 
review  of  the  validity  of  such  order  by  a  suit  against  the  Commission, 
Wadley  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Georgia,  P.U.R.1915A,  106  (S.  C.  236  U.  S. 
651,  59  L.  ed.  406,  35  Supt  Ct.  Rep.  214,  af&rming  137  Ga.  497,  73  S 
E.  741). 

IV.  Denial  of  trial  hy  jury, 

28.  The  rebuttable  presumption  established  by  the  provision  of  the 
act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  370,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913, 
S  8663),  S  16,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L. 
584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  that,  in  actions  under  that 
section  to  recover  from  a  carrier  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  by  a  shipper  and  awarded  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission by  reason  of  the  carrier's  violation  of  the  provisions  of  those 
statutes,  "the  findings  and  order  of  the  Commission  shall  be  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated,"  does  not  infringe  upon  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury,  nor  deny  due  process  of  law.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh 
Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  828,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

F.  Impairment  of  contracts, 

29.  The  Indiana  Commission  is  not  invested  with  the  power  to  regu- 
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late  the  rates  and  service  of  a  public  utility  where  a  valid  contractual 
rate  has  been  established  between  a  utility  and  a  municipality.  Tipton 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Tipton  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  351. 

30.  The  rates  of  a  public  utility  were  held  subject  to  regulation  by 
the  Indiana  Commission  upon  proper  application  or  upon  the  initiative 
of  the  Commission  itself,  although  the  utility  was  operating  under  a 
contract  with  the  city  wherein  the  company  agreed  not  to  raise  its 
rates  in  consideration  of  the  enjoyment  of  an  exclusive  franchise,  where 
it  appeared  that  the  city  was  without  authority  to  grant  a  monopoly 
under  any  existing  law  of  the  state  at  the  date  of  the  contract.  Tipton 
Teleph  Co.  v.  Tipton  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  351. 

31.  The  fact  that  a  city  ordinance  permits  minimum  charges  of 
specific  amounts  for  electric  current  does  not  prevent  the  Commission 
from  establishing  lower  rates,  if  the  ordinance  rates  are  so  high  as  to  be 
unreasonable.  J.  I.  Case  Plow  Works  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  183. 

32.  A  city  cannot  invoke,  as  against  the  powers  of  the  Missouri 
Commission  to  regulate  rates,  authority  claimed  by  it,  under  certain 
statutes,  to  make  a  contract  fixing  rates,  when  the  ordinance  which  it 
claims  to  be  inviolable  as  a  contract  was  not  enacted  in  a  manner 
prescribed  by  such  statutes.  Re  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  125. 

33.  A  city  and  a  street  railway  company  cannot  so  contract  witli 
each  other  as  to  prevent  the  state  legislature  from  exercising  its  con- 
stitutional powers  of  taxation  for  the  entire  state.  Com.  ex  rel.  Rich- 
mond V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

34.  A  city  and  a  street  railway  company  cannot,  by  private  agree- 
ment, deprive  the  Maine  Commission  of  the  jurisdiction  and  powers 
given  it  by  §  75,  chap.  51  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  providing  that  bridges 
erected  by  any  municipality  over  which  any  street  railroad  passes  should 
be  constructed  and  maintained  in  such  a  mknner  and  condition  as  to 
safety  as  the  Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners  may  determine.  Re 
Rockland  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  35. 

35.  A  condition  in  an  original  grant  of  location  by  a  town,  restrict- 
ing the  rate  of  fare  to  be  charged  by  a  street  railroad  company,  is  not 
valid  and  controlling  as  against  the  rate-making  power  vested  in  the 
Massachusetts  Commission  by  the  Public  Service  act.  Re  Norfolk  & 
B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

36.  A  city,  by  entering  into  an  ordinance  contract  with  a  street 
railway  company  whereby  the  latter  was  empowered  to  charge  a  5  cent 
fare,  does  not  abrogate  the  right  of  the  legislature  acting  directly  or 
through  the  Railroad  Commission  to  exercise  the  function  of  regulating 
rates  whenever  it  is  deemed  proper  to  assert  it.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N. 
W.  887). 

37.  The  power  of  the  Nebraska  Commission  to  regulate  the  rates  of 
a  telephone  company  is  not  restricted  by  the  provisions  of  the  ordi- 
nance granting  a  franchise  to  the  company  which  limited  the  rates 
which  the  company  could  charge.  Marquis  v.  Polk  County  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1916C,  140. 
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38.  Franchise  ordinances  requiring  gas  companies  to  furnisli  service 
free  to  cities  in  consideration  for  use  of  the  streets  do  not  interfere  with 
the  power  of  a  Public  Service  Commission  to  fix  proper  rates  therefor, 
since  such  ordinances  are  not  contracts  protected  against  impairment  by 
the  provisions  of  §  10  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  Landon  .v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)   P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

39.  The  power  of  the  Arizona  Commission  to  regulate  the  rates  of 
a  telephone  company  is  not  affected  bj  prior  franchise  contracts  pro- 
viding that  certain  rates  should  be  charged  and  that  certain  free 
service  should  be  supplied  the  municipality,  where  the  only  power  to 
make  such  a  contract  is  to  be  found  in  a  general  statutory  provision 
giving  the  municipality  exclusive  control  over  its  streets,  alleys,  ave- 
nues, and  sidewalks.  Tempe  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co. 
(Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  716. 

40.  The  California  Commission  has  power  to  prescribe  a  charge  to  * 
be  paid  by  municipalities  for  water  for  fire  protection  purposes,  al- 
though the  franchise  ordinance  under  which  the  water  company  was 
operating  provided  that  the  city  should  always  have  water  free  for  fire 
protection  purposes.  Hollister  v.  Hollister  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  626. 

41.  A  Commission  may  order  a  street  railway  to  file  a  schedule  of 
rates  for  the  rental  of  special  cars  to  prevent  discrimination  in  rates 
between  scenic  railways  renting  the  cars,  although  the  order  abrogates 
a  contract  whereby  one  of  the  lessees  pays  a  less  rental  than  the  other. 
Castle  Rock  Mountain  R.  &  Park  v.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 
1915F.  224. 

42.  The  New  Mexico  State  Corporation  Commission  has  authority  to 
abrogate  a  contract  of  a  telephone  company  to  furnish  free  service  in 
order  to  abate  discrimination.  Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1915F,  625. 

43.  The  Missouri  Public  Service  Commission  law  forbidding  dis- 
crimination in  telephone  rates,  enacted  in  pursuance  of  the  constitu* 
tional  provision  that  the  public  power  of  the  state  shall  never  be 
abridged  to  permit  corporations  to  conduct  their  business  so  as  to 
infringe  the  equal  rights  of  individuals  or  the  welfare  of  the  state,  is  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  therefore  does  not  unconstitu- 
tionally impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract  executed  on  the  sale  of  a 
telephone  system  guarantying  free  service  to  stockholders  of  the  vendor. 
Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

44.  Contract  obligations  are  not  impaired,  within  the  inhibition  of 
the  Constitution,  by  the  act  of  the  Commission  raising  the  rates  of  a 
public  service  corporation  established  by  a  valid  contract  with  its 
customers,  since  the  power  to  alter  the  charges  so  established  is  im- 
plied in  the  contract  itself.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  652. 

45.  The  Commission  has  power  to  order  a  public  service  corpora- 
tion to  establish  a  schedule  of  reasonable  rates,  although  it  has  pre- 
viously made  valid  contracts  with  consumers  for  lower  rates.  Re 
Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  652. 

46.  The  West  Virginia  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  fix  the  rates 
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of  a  natural  gas  company,  irrespective  of  the  rates  and  terms  and  pro- 
visions of  the  company's  franchise,  and  notwithstanding  §  28b,  para- 
graph 1,  chapter  47,  of  the  Code,  which  merely  creates  an  additional 
remedy  for  the  enforcement  of  existing  rights.  Re  Glenville  Natural 
Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  848. 

47.  The  obligation  of  a  contract  to  supply  buildings  with  water  at 
a  specified  rate  is  not  unconstitutionally  impaired  by  a  subsequent  order 
of  a  Public  Service  Commission  providing  for  two  classes  of  service,  one 
at  a  rate  identical  in  amount  with  that  named  in  the  contract,  which 
does  not  provide  for  any  particular  kind  of  service,  and  the  other  a 
somewhat  higher  rate  for  a  different  and  greater  service.  Yeatman  v. 
Towers,  P.U.R.1915E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  513,  96  Atl.  158). 

48.  The  obligation  of  a  contract  to  supply  buildings  with  water  at  a 
specified  rate  is  not  imconstitutionally  impaired  by  a  subsequent  order 

'  of  a  Public  Service  Commission  changing  the  rate  in  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  delegated  to  it  by  the  legislature.  Yeatman  v.  Towers, 
P.U.R.1915E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  613,  95  Atl.  168). 

49.  The  right  of  an  individual  producer  of  oil  to  extract  from  a  com- 
mon source  of  supply  sufficient  oil  to  supply  pipe  lines,  refineries,  and 
markets,  which  he  has  established  and  secured  at  great  expense,  and  to 
supply  contracts  to  furnish  a  certain  amount  of  oil  within  a  given  time, 
IS  subject  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  provide  that  where  the  full 
production  from  a  common  source  of  supply  can  only  be  obtained  by 
conditions  constituting  waste,  a  producer  may  take  only  such  propor- 
tion of  oil  that  may  be  produced  from  the  conunon  source,  without 
waste,  as  the  production  of  his  wells  bears  to  the  total  production  of 
the  common  source,  and  to  empower  the  Commission  to  make  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  waste  and  the  unfair  or  inequitable 
taking  of  oil.  Ardmore  Oil  Producers'  Assa  v.  W.  &  F.  Oil  Co.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  156. 

VI,  Delegatiim  of  powers. 

Right  of  legislature  to  delegate  to  municipalities  the  right  to  regulate 

vehicles  on  highways,  see  Legislatube,  1. 
Charter   provision    empowering   municipality   to   regulate   vehicles    as 

delegation  of  legislative  power,  see  Municipalities,  6. 

60.  The  police  power  of  the  state  to  regulate  water  rates  may  be 
exercised  by  the  legislature  directly,  or  the  legislature  may  delegate 
the  power  to  a  Public  Service  Conmiission,  as  is  effected  by  Md.  Code, 
Pub.  Civ.  Laws,  article  23,  §§  415,  456.  Yeatman  v.  Towers,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  513,  95  Atl.  158). 

51.  Paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  of  article  16  of  act  2305  of  the 
Philippine  legislature  as  amended,  which  provide  that  the  Board  shall 
have  power  to  order  a  public  utility  to  keep  books,  records,  and  ac- 
counts, and  adopt  a  imiform  system  of  accounting,  and  submit  annual 
reports  in  form  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Board,  are  not  void  as  consti- 
tuting pn  imlawful  delegation  of  legislative  functions  in  violation  of 
article  7  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  1,  1902,  since  they  confer  only 
an  essentially  administrative  power.  Re  Annual  Report  of  Steamship 
Cos.  (P.  L)  P.U.R.1915F,  650. 
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52.  The  power  to  fix  rates,  being  purely  a  legislative  functioai,  its 
delegation  should  be  in  express  terms,  and  not  by  implication,  or,  at 
least,  the  implication  should  be  so  undeniably  manifest  as  to  be  the 
substantial  equivalent  of  an  expressed  declaration.  Re  Ulster  &  D.  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916E,  126. 

53.  Section  5,  of  chapter  9,  Acts  of  the  Legislature  1913  (Code 
1913,  chap.  160  [§  640]),  is  not  an  invalid  attempt  to  delegate  to  the 
Public  Service  Commission  the  power  specifically  limited  by  §  9,  ar- 
ticle 11,  of  the  Constitution,  to  the  legislature  to  "from  time  to  tin^e, 
pass  laws,  applicable  to  all  railroad  corporations  in  the  state,  estab* 
lishlng  reasonable  maximum  rates  of  charges  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers  and  freights,"  etc.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission 
V.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  658  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S. 
E.  714). 

64.  The  West  Virginia  act  confers  upon  the  Public  Service  Conunis- 
sion  powers  of  a  quasi  legislative  and  quasi  judicial  nature,  limited  to 
intrastate  rates,  similar  to  those  conferred  by  Congress  upon  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  limited  to  interstate  transportation,  and 
to  administer  and  carry  into  effect  the  general  laws  of  the  state,  regu- 
lating railroads  and  other  public  service  corporations,  enacted  in  pur- 
suance of  the  Constitution.  State  ex  reL  Public  Service  Commission 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  658  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E. 
714). 

66.  While  it  is  now  established  law  by  state  and  Federal  decisions, 
that  the  making  of  reasonable  maximum  rates  for  general  application 
is  primarily  a  legislative  function,  it  is  equally  settled  that  legislative 
control  ov:^r  railways  and  other  public  service  corporations  may,  with- 
in constitutional  limitations,  be  delegated  to  Public  Service  Commis- 
sions, the  reason  for  such  regulative  laws  being  the  distinction  between 
prescribing  rates  generally,  without  complaint,  controversy,  or  investi- 
gation, and  directing  the  observance  of  a  particular  rate  or  schedule 
after  judicial  or  quasi  judicial  investigation  of  its  propriety.  State  ex 
rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
558  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E.  714). 

56.  The  legislature  has  the  power  to  fix  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
for  the  use  of  a  county  bridge  by  a  street  railway  company,  and  to 
delegate  to  the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  the  power  to 
ascertain  what  is  a  reasonable  compensation.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  v. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  224  (S.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  250,  93  Atl. 
685). 

67.  The  general  assembly  could  constitutionally  delegate  to  the  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission  authority  to  determine  the  niunber  of  street 
railway  tracks  to  be  laid  on  a  city  bridge  used  as  a  public  highway,  as 
it  involved  the  adjudication  of  a  matter  of  an  administrative  character, 
and  might  properly  be  left  for  decision  to  a  tribunal  exercising  adminis- 
trative and  executive  functions.  Re  Connecticut  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  490 
(8.  C.  —  Conn.  —,  94  Atl.  992). 

58.  A  statute  (Connecticut  Special  Laws  of  1913,  p.  1144,  §  4)  pro- 
viding that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  authorized  to  determine 
the  number  of  tracks,  not  exceeding  two,  to  be  laid  by  any  street  rail- 
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way  oompany  operating  a  street  railway  upon  a  certain  city  bridge,  to 
be  constructed  under  the  provision  of  the  act,  subject  to  the  rights  of 
appeal  provided  for  in  the  statute  (chapter  128,  Conn.  Public  Acts  of 
1911)  establishing  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  which  makes  tht 
orders  that  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  depend  upon  a  find- 
ing of  public  convenience,  necessity,  or  safety,  establishes  a  primary 
standard  governing  the  action  of  the  Commission,  and  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  authorizing  the  Commission  arbitrarily  to  determine  the  num- 
ber of  tracks.  Re  Connecticut  Co.  P.UJ1.1916E,  490  (S.  C.  —  Conn.  — , 
94  Atl.  992). 

59.  Arbitrary  powers  are  not  delegated  to  the  Illinois  Commission 
by  the  public  utilities  act,  making  it  the  duty  of  the  Commission,  among 
other  things,  to  enforce  a  statute  requiring  the  erection  and  mainte- 
nance of  depots,  since  the  utilities  act  provides  that  the  orders  of  the 
Commission  must  be  lawful  and  reasonable,  and  makes  them  subject  to 
review  by  the  courts.  State  Public  Utilties  Commission  ex  rel.  Beck 
V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916B,  879  (S.  C.  267  111.  98,  107 
N.  E.  774). 

60.  The  legislature  has  not  and  cannot  grant  to  the  Commisslim  the 
arbitrary  power  of  determining  whether  stocks  and  bonds  may  or  may 
not  be  issued,  since  this  is  a  legislative  power  which  cannot  be  dele- 
gated.   Re  Farmers'  &  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B,  65. 

61.  The  delegation  by  the  legislature  to  an  agency  created  by  it  of 
the  power  to  approve  or  refuse  to  approve  a  lease  proposed  to  be  made 
by  a  railroad  company  of  this  state  (such  power  being  vested  in  the 
legislative  agent  for  the  purpose  above  indicated)  is  not  repugnant  to 
constitutional  provisions.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utility 
Comrs.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  847. 

62.  The  legislature  has  the  power  to  grant  to  the  Public  Service 
Commission  the  right  to  regulate  and  control  the  operation  of  jitneys. 
Smith  V.  Nunnelly  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916E,  177. 

VII.  Departments  of  government, 

63.  The  question  of  whether  an  order  of  the  State  Railroad  and 
Warehouse  Commission  is  reasonable  is  a  judicial  question.  State  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  467  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  67,  163  N. 
W.  247). 

64.  That  the  subject-matter  is  legislative  or  administrative  does  not 
render  a  statute  imconstitutional,  authorizing  a  review  of  the  action 
of  the  board  in  the  courts  on  an  appeal  to  them.  Minneapolis,  St.  P. 
&  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  V.  State  Bd,  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C. 
30  N.  D.  221,  162  N.  W.  613). 

VIII.  Police  pouter, 

65.  Regulation  of  water  rates  is  an  exercise  of  the  police  power  of 
the  state,  of  which  it  cannot  devest  itself,  and  does  not  abandon  by 
nonuser.  Yeatman  v.  Towers,  P.UJt.l916E,  811  (S.  0.  126  Md.  613,  95 
Atl.  158). 
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JX,  Additionttl  servitude.  • 

66.  The  carriage  by  a  street  railway  of  freight  not  destined  for  the 
inhabitants  of  a  city  is  not  a  proper  urban  servitude  upon  the  abutting 
owners,  but  an  additional  servitude,  and  under  the  Constitution  neither 
a  city  nor  state  can  authorize  or  require  such  service  without  provision 
for  compensation  to  or  releases  from  abutting  owners.  Wisconsin  Vet- 
erans' Home  V.  Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
261. 


OOK8TRUOTIOK. 

See  also  Constbuction  and  Eqitipment. 

Of  municipal  charter,  see  Municipalities,  8. 

Of  electric  franchise  as  to  rates,  see  Rates,  165. 

Of  adopted  statute,  see  Statutes,  1. 

Taxes  during,  allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  104,  126, 

137,  139,  140. 
Interest  during,  allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  'Valuation,  120- 

126,  137,  138. 

CONSTBUCTION  ANI>  EQUIPMSNT. 

Method  of  accounting  by  street  railway  company  for  equipment 

rented,  see  Aooountino,  2. 
Depreciation  of,  see  Depbboiation. 
Reduced  rates  to  owners  of  equipment,  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 

CBIMINAnON,  100-106. 
Rates  charged  in  accordance  with  character  of  telephone  equipment, 

as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  161. 
For  railroads,  see  Railboads,  8-12. 
Removal  of  telephone,  charge  for,  see  Rates,  466-462. 
License  fee  paid  for  equipment,  as  an  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 66. 
Idle  and  antiquated  equipment  to  be  amortized,  see  Return,  73. 
Security  issues  for,  see  Security  Issues,  71-86,  91. 
Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of  equipment,  see  Service,  139-167. 
Of  street  railway  company,  see  Street  Railway,  7-14. 
Equipment  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  319. 
Inspectibn  of,  on  subscriber's  premises,  see  Telephones,  7. 
Of  telephone  company,  see  Telephones,  18-22. 
Presumption  arising  from  absence  of  record  of  cost  of  construction, 

see  Valuation,  18. 
Inactive  equipment,  valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  182. 
Valuation  of  equipment  not  owned  by  utility,  see  Valuation,  199- 

202. 
Reasonableness  of  order  requiring  water  company  to  lay  pipes  on 

bed  of  river,  see  Water,  3. 
As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire  and  cable 

lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 

circuits,  see  Wires  and  Cables,  2. 
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90  CONSUMERS  AND  PATBONS. 

CONSUMERS  ANP  PATBON8. 

Apportionment  of  costs,  according  to  number  of  consumers,  see  Ap- 

POBTIONMENT,  8. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  extension  of  lines  of  gas  and  electric  com- 
pany between  consumers  and  utility,  see  Afpobtionment,  38, 
39. 

Remedy  of,  for  discrimination  in  rates  by  a  public  service  corpora- 
tion, see  DiscEiMiNATiON,  225,  226. 

Special  telephone  rates  to  old  patrons,  see  Discrimination,  112- 
113. 

Special  rates  to  large  consumers,  see  Discrimination,  60-62,  109. 

Discrimination  in  favor  of  telephone  subscribers  owning  their  own 
instrument,  see  Discrimination,  100-105. 

Discrimination  by  telephone  company  in  enforcing  rule  requiring 
subscribers  to  pay  for  long  distance  telephone  messages  originat- 
ing on  their  telephones,  see  Discrimination,  221-223. 

Right  of  utility  to  impose  fine  or  penalty  for  violation  of  rule,  see 
Fines  ajjd  Penalties,  2. 

Establishment  of  credit  by,  to  secure  service,  see  Payment,  64. 

Right  to  delay  payment  of  water  bill  upon  the  groim.d  that  com- 
pany has  refused  to  credit  his  account  the  amount  paid  on  ac- 
count of  water  used  by  a  former  tenant,  see  Payment,  70. 

Duty  of  telephone  company  to  connect  with  a  subscriber  who  refuses 
to  pay  for  service,  see  Payment,  86. 

Special  charges  for  consumers  in  arrears,  see  Payments,  97. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  subscriber  to  pay  for  all  long  dis- 
tance messages  originating  from  his  telephone,  see  Payment, 
7. 

Financial  condition  of,  as  affecting  rates,  see  Rates,  189. 

Ability  of,  to  pay  charges,  as  affecting  rates,  see  Rates,  127. 

Value  of  service  to,  as  basis  of  reasonableness  of  return,  see  Rates, 
71a. 

Effect  of  fact  that  consumers  have  purchased  appliances  in  reliance 
upon  low  rates,  see  Rates,  128,  129. 

Change  in  rate  schedule  for  benefit  of  large  consumers,  see  Rates, 
199. 

Not  to  be  charged  fee  for  tapping  mains,  see  Rates,  517,  518. 

Passengers  boarding  train  without  ticket,  excess  fares,  see  Rates, 
272-274. 

Loss  due  to  commercial  competition  not  to  be  borne  by  domestic 
patrons,  see  Rates,  218. 

Obligations  of  consumers  of  producing  and  distributing  companies 
where  both  are  under  common  ownership,  see  Rates,  219. 

Proposed  increase  in  interurban  railway  rates  refused  because  of 
investment  made  by  patrons  relying  upon  lower  fares,  see 
Rates,  240. 

Remedy  of  consumer  when  water  company  refuses  to  perform  rea- 
sonable service,  see  Remedy,  1. 

Recovery  by  carrier  from  shipper  of  difference  between  amount 
charged  and  collected,  and  amount  which  should  have  been 
charged  and  collected,  see  Reparation,  24. 
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Right  of  utility  to  assess  cost  for  service  installation  against,  see 

RimJBN,  44. 
To  bear  cost  of  making  extensions,  when,  see  Sebvick,  91-98. 
Guaranty  of  return  from  extensions  by  utility,  see  Sbbvice,  99-110. 
Liability  for  cost  of  extensions  outside  of  limits  of  municipality, 

see  Service,  63. 
Right  of  electric  utility  to  require  consumers  to  agree  to  take 

service  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  see  Sebvice,  113. 
When  to  bear  cost  of  service  connections  of  water  company,  see 

Service,  145-153. 
Right  of  sewer  company  to  require  a  new  tenant  to  bear  the  cost  of 

reconnecting  the  building  with  the  sewer  system  when  the  pipes 

have  been  discontinued  because  of  unoccupancy,  see  Service, 

282. 
Right  of  utility  to  require  consumer  to  sign  a  contract  as  a  con- 
dition to  rendering  service,  see  Service,  136-138. 
Rule  requiring  subscribers  to  own  appliances  or  securities  before 

service,  see  Service,  350. 
Ownership  of  meters  by,  see  Service,  154-163. 
Inspection  of  consumers'  premises  by  electric  company,  see  Service, 

178. 
Care  of  equipment  on  consumer's  premises,  see  Service,  143,  144. 
Right  of  consumers  of  electric  power  to  install  standby  or  emer- 
gency plant,  see  Service,  174. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  of  sewer  company  that  two  tenants  will  not 

be  served  through  a  single  lateral,  see  Service,  283. 
Duty  to  avoid  waste  of  water,  see  Service,  443-445. 
Number  of  subscribers  on  a  single  telephone  line,  see  Service,  373- 

377. 
Right  of  subscriber  to  select  telephone  service,  see  Service,  378. 
Rights  of  transferee  of  former  patron  of  telephone  company,  see 

Service,  354. 
Inspection  of  telephone  appliances  on  premises  of,  see  Telephones, 

7. 
Right  of  company  to  purchase  or  rent  telephones  owned  by,  see 

Telephones,  19. 
Not  to  be  permitted  to   furnish  extension  telephones,   see  Teus- 

phones,  20. 
Necessity  of  valuing  the  plant  of  a  telephone  company  in  fixing 

switching  charge  for  rural  subscribers  who  own  their  own  line, 

see  Valuation,  7. 

CONSUMPTIOK. 

Single  bill  for  several  installations,  see  Discrimination,  42-45. 
Per  capita  consumption  of  water  denoting  waste,  see  Water,  1. 

CONTEBfPT. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1063. 
Expenses  of  defending  contempt  proceedings,  as  part  of  original 
cost  of  plant,  see  Valuation,  19. 
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02  CONTINGENCIES— CONTRACTS. 

CONTUICrEirOIES. 

Allowance  for,  in  depreciation,  see  Depbbxjiatio:?. 

Allowance   for    surplus    and   contingencies    in    fixing   return,   see 

Return,  34-39. 
Allowftnce  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  129-131,  137,  139-141. 

OOKTBACT  OBIiIOATIOKS. 

Liability  for  failure  to  perform  as  question  for  court  or  Com* 
mission,  see  Commissions,  60. 

OOKTBAOTORS. 

Contract  for  construction  of  railroads  to  contain  provision   for 

profit  of,  see  Railroads,  8. 
Allowance  of  profit  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  118,  119,  140. 

CONTRACTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  whether  contracts  are  in 
restraint  of  trade,  see  Commissions,  39. 

Power  of  Commission  to  determine  validity  and  to  enforce  con- 
tract, see  Commissions,  52-60. 

As  to  sale  price  of  waterworks  plant,  effect  of,  on  action  of  Com- 
mission, see  Consolidation,  Merger  and  Sale,  16. 

Impairment  of  contract,  see  Constitutional  Law,  1,  29-49. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commisf^ion  over  question  of  damages  for  breach 
of,  see  Damages,  2. 

Validity  of  contracts  affording  discriminatory  rates,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 13,  14. 

Discrimination  in  telephone  rates  as  to  short  term  c<mtracts,  see 
Discrimination,  167. 

Presumption  of  authority  to  abrogate  contract  to  furnish  free 
telephone  service  to  stockholders,  see  Evidence,  7. 

Enforceability  of  territorial  agreements  between  utilities,  see 
Intercorporate  Relations,  8,  9. 

Relative  to  intercorporate  relations,  see  Intercorporate  Rela- 
tions, 25. 

Duty  of  purchaser  of  interurban  railways  to  carry  out  agreement 
of  builder  as  to  service,  see  Interurban  Railways,  3. 

Effect  of  installation  of  municipal  electric  plant  to  relieve  utility 
of  its  franchise  obligation  to  pay  city  a  per  cent  of  its  gross 
earnings,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  2. 

Who  may  complain  of  violation  by  lumber  company  of  contract  to 
permit  settlers  to  make  shipments  on  spur  track,  see  Parties, 
6. 

Rules  by  Oregon  Commission  for  telephone  company  relative  to 
contracts  for  service,  see  Payment,  8. 

For  constructing  railroad,  what  to  contain,  see  Railroads,  8. 

Validity  of  provision  in  bill  of  lading  limiting  time  for  filing 
itotice  of  claims  for  loss  or  damage  to  shipment,  see  Railroads, 
16-18. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rate  contracts,  see  Rates,  38-42. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


CONTEIBUTED  PROPERTY— CONTROL  OF  FIELD.     93 

Rates  for  electricity  fixed  by  contract,  see  Rates,  175. 

Fee  for  cancelation  of  yearly  telephone  contract,  see  Rates,  453. 

Of  telephone  companies  to  be  filed  with  Commission,  see  Reports, 
4-6. 

Right  of  utility  to  perform  contract  to  issue  stock  as  compensa- 
tion for  extending  its  system  where  contract  is  not  binding 
upon  Commission  because  executed  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  see  Secubitt  Issttes,  87. 

Right  of  electric  utility  to  require  consumers  to  agree  to  take 
service  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  see  Sebvioe,  113. 

Side  track  agreements,  see  Ssbvicb,  273-276. 

Term  of  service  for  telephone  contracts,  see  Sebvice,  551. 

Ab  to  valuation  of  utility  property,  effect  on  action  of  Commission, 
see  Valuation,  8,  9,  10. 

Allowance  in  valuation  proceedings  of  cost  of  securing  special  con- 
tract for  business,  see  Valxjation,  110. 

1.  A  contract  entered  into  between  telephone  oomponles  upon  the 
transfer  and  sale  of  a  telephone  system,  whereby  stockholding  subscrib- 
ers of  the  vendor  are  to  be  given  certain  service,  is  enforceable  by  such 
subscribers,  provided  the  contract  is  in  harmony  with  the  law  and  the 
public  policy.  Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  963. 

2.  A  franchise  whereby  an  electric  light  and  water  company  agreed 
to  place  and  maintain  fire  plugs  attached  to  its  water  main,  and  to 
erect  and  maintain  lamps  at  such  places  as  the  corporate  authorities 
should  designate,  constitutes  a  contract,  and  reasonable  orders  of  the 
corporate  authorities  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  thereof 
should  be  enforced.  Marlinton  v.  Marlinton  Service  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  277. 

3.  The  New  Jersey  public  utility  statute,  §  18,  subdiv.  "d"  (Public 
Laws  1911,  page  381),  forbidding  the  making  or  giving  of  any  undue 
or  imreasonable  preference  to  any  corporation  or  locality,  has  the 
effect  of  relieving  an  electric  company  from  the  performance  of  its 
contract  previously  made  to  furnish  light  in  certain  municipal  build- 
ings and  offices  free  of  charge,  although  such  contract  was  lawful  when 
executed.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs. 
P.U.R.1915C,  229  (S.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  128,  93  Atl.  707). 

COKTRIBUTED  PROPERTY. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  acceptance  of,  see  Commissions, 

63. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  205-208. 

OONTROLLIMG  STOCKHOLDER. 

Excessive  salary  paid  to,  as  part  of  return,  see  Retubn,  55. 

OOHTROIi  OF  FIELD. 

See  Monopoly  and  Competition. 
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CONVENIENCE. 

Certificate  of,  see  Cebthtoate  or  Cokvenieitcb  and  Negessitt. 

OOOKINO. 

Rates  for  electricity  for.  Bee  Rates,  190. 

Right  to  charge  higher  rate  for  natural  gas  for,  see  Rates,  258c. 

OORPCmATE  POWER. 

Imposing  condition  in  telephone  franchise,  forhidding  transfer  of 
system  not  beyond  corporate  power  of  city,  see  Municipalities, 
9. 

OORPOBATIOK  COMMISSIOIT, 

See  Commissions. 


CORPORATIONS. 

Railroad  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as  a  plant  facility  as 
common  carrier,  see  Cabbiebs,  3,  4. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissions  over  question  of  corporate  capacity  as 
distinguished  from  questions  as  to  the  yiolation  of  provisions 
of  Public  Service  Company  law,  see  Commissions,  60. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Conunission  to  authorize  consolidation 
of  foreign  corporation  with  New  Jersey  corporation,  see  Con- 
solidation, MSBOBB  AND  SaLE,  5. 

Sale  of  all  corporate  property  as  dissolution,  see  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb  and  Sale,  25. 

Exercise  of  reserved  right  to  amend  corporate  charters,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  17. 

Estoppel  of  corporation  to  deny  its  own  incorporation,  see  Estop 
PEL,  2. 

Corporations  constituting  public  utilities,  see  Public  Utilities, 

e-19. 
Private  corporations  becoming  public  utilities,  see  Public  UtilI' 

TIES,  3. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  inquire  into  flnaaoet  of  corporations, 

see  Public  Utilities,  7. 

CORPORATION  TAXES. 

See  Taxes. 

OORRESPOHDENCE. 

Power  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  inspect  correspond- 
ence of  interstate  carriers,  see  Intebstate  Commbob  Com- 
mission, 2. 

009T  OF  ACQUISITIOir. 

Allowance  for,  in  ascertaining  reproduction  cost  of  railway  land, 
see  Valuation,  224. 
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COST  OF  OBTAIHIHO  MOlfST. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation  of  property  for  rate  making  purposes, 
see  Valuation,  96-loa. 

COST  OF  REPBODUCTIOK. 

See  BxnoDVcnom  Cost. 

COST  OF  REPRODUOnOir  IJB88  DXPRBCIATIOK. 

See  REPBODUcnoN  Cost  Less  Dopbeoiation. 

008T  OF  8BRVICE. 

As  necessary  element  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rate,  see 

Appeal  and  Review,  32. 
As  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rates, 

see  Rates,  88-95. 

COSTS  AND  EXPEHSXS. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1068. 

Accounting  of  various  costs  and  expenses,  see  Accoxtnting. 

Review  of  allowance  of  attorney's  fee,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  22. 

Review  of  allowance  of  engineering  expenses  approved  by  trial 
court,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  36. 

Apportionment  of,  in  case  of  a  single  utility,  see  Apportionment, 
1-16,  21,  22,  25,  27,  30-33,  35-39. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  in  case  of  joint  enterprise,  see  Appob* 
TI0N3IENT,  41-69,  75-81,  86-88. 

Attorney's  fees  for  appearance  before  Interstate  Commerce  Com* 
mission,  see  Attorneys,  1. 

Allowance  of  attorney's  fee  to  successful  plaintiff,  as  denying 
carrier  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  9. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  cost  of  eliminating  grade  crossings,  see 
Crossings,  10. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  94. 

Expenditures  chargeable  to  operation  or  capital,  see  Return,  11-91. 

Initial  cost  of  installing  service  connections  as  an  operating  ex- 
pense, see  Return,  44. 

Amortization  of  expenses  for  hearings  before  the  Commission,  see 
Return,  82,  83. 

Amortization  of  losses  caused  by  storms  and  floods,  see  Return, 
85,  86. 

Amortization  of  cost  of  security  issues,  see  Return,  76-81. 

Cost  to  produce  commodity  as  determinative  of  rate,  see  Return 
92. 

Provision  for  cost  of  issuance  of  securities,  see  Sbcuritt  Issues,  6. 

Of  making  extensions,  by  whom  borne,  see  Service,  91-98. 

Who  must  pay  for  extensions  outside  of  municipalities,  see  Serv- 
ice, 63. 

For  making  connections  to  deliver  electricity  at  a  single  point  for 
several  plants,  see  Service,  142. 

Of  service  connections  of  water  company,  by  whom  borne,  see  Serv- 
ice, 145-153. 
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For  disconnections  and  reconnections  at  season  resort,  see  SsRVtcB, 
4. 

Allowance  for  various  costs  and  expenses  in  yaluaticni,  see  general- 
ly, Valuation. 

Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  19-87. 

Presumption  arising  from  absence  of  records  of  cost  of  oonstntction, 
see  Valuation,  18. 

Consideration  of  anticipated  expenditures  for  improvement  in  ad 
justing  rates,  see  Valuation,  13,  14. 

Allowance  of  overhead  expenses  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
104-143. 

Sale  price  as  measure  of  \alue  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 66. 

Consideration  of  costs  of  development  of  ^e  business  in  valuation 
Proceedings,  see  Valuation,  264-316. 

Expenses  incident  to  invasion  of  occupied  territory,  consideration  of, 
in  ascertaining  original  cost,  see  Valitatiok,  92. 

Percentage  of  loss  of  water  pumped  indicating  efficiency,  see 
Water,  2. 

COTTON. 

Rates  on,  see  Rates,  329,  330. 

COUKTIES. 

Division  of  costs  of  constructing  steel  bridge  over  railroad,  see 

Apportionment,  57. 
As  municipality  within  meaning  of  Indiana  Public  Service  act,  see 

Monopoly  and  Competition,  7. 
Compensation  paid  by  street  railway  for  use  of  bridge,  see  Street 

Railways,  5. 

COUlfTY  SEAT. 

Power  of  Commission  to  authorize  abandonment  of  telegraph  sta- 
tion at,  see  Seevioe,  24. 

Statute  requiring  telegraph  companies  to  maintain  station  at, 
superseded  by  Public  Utilities  act,  see  Sseyigb,  349. 

COXTPON  BOOKS. 

Rates  for,  on  railroads,  see  Rates,  298-303,  306-312. 
For  street  railways,  see  Rates,  349-352. 

COURTHOUSE. 

Reduced  rates  for,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  75. 

COURTS. 

Finding  as  to  value  by  trial  court  as  original  question  of  fact,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  2. 

Jurisdiction  of,  to  review  orders  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, see  Appeal  and  Review,  2,  24. 

Powers  of,  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  9-37. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


COURTS.  ©7 

Question  whether  failure  to  fulfil  contract  obligation  is  act  of  Go^ 
for  court,  see  CoHiossioivs,  60. 

Departments  of  goYernment,  see  CoNsrrruTioirAL  Law,  63,  64. 

Reasonableness  of  order  of  Conunisaion  as  a  judicial  question,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  63. 

Remedy  of  telephone  company  injured  by  location  of  high  tensioa 
wires,  see  Damages,  9. 

Sustaining  by  court  of  order  relating  to  refund  by  telegraph  eomr 
pany  of  charges  of  intrastate  messages  as  ground  for  similar 
order  relative  to  interstate  messages,  see  Obdebs,  4. 

Remedy  in  courts  to  recover  past  due  rentals,  see  Patmsnt,  3. 

Effect  of  pendency  of  appeal  in,  upon  Commission  procedure,  see 
Pbocedure,  8. 

Powers  of,  as  to  rates,  see  Rates,  64-59. 

Necessity  of  resorting  to,  where  utility  fails  to  make  refund  for  an 
overcharge  as  recommended  by  the  Conunission,  see  Repara- 
tion, 3. 

Jurisdiction  of  action  to  recover  excessive  transportation  charges^ 
see  Reparation,  5,  6. 

When  assessment  for  purpose  of,  will  not  be  set  aside,  see  Taxes,  3. 

1.  The  question  whether  or  not  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commis- 
sion is  reasonable  is  for  the  court.  Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1915E,  191  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  177  S.  W.  696). 

2.  Failure  of  a  complaint  to  state  a  cause  of  action,  or  errors  of 
the  court  in  the  determination  of  other  questions  arising  in  the  action, 
are  matters  which  do  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Southern 
P.  Co.  V.  Superior  Ct.  P.U.R.1915F,  690  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  150  Pac.  404). 

3.  The  power  conferred  upon  the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commis- 
sioners to  approve  or  refuse  to  approve  a  lease  proposed  to  be  made 
by  a  railroad  company  of  this  state  is  discretionary  in  its  character; 
and,  this  being  so,  the  supreme  court  cannot  substitute  its  own  judg- 
ment for  that  of  the  Board,  and  compel  the  latter  by  mandamus  either 
to  grant  or  to  withhold  its  approval  thereof.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Ca 
V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  847. 

4.  The  New  York  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  by  a  pas- 
senger to  recover  damages  from  an  interurban  railway  company  for 
ejection  from  a  car  on  refusing  to  comply  with  a  rule  requiring  pay- 
ment of  an  excess  fare  on  not  being  provided  with  a  ticket,  where  tiie 
rule  is  attacked  as  unreasonable  and  not  the  manner  of  the  application, 
and  the  tariff  providing  for  the  excess  has  been  filed  with  the  Public 
Service  Commission,  and  it  has  made  no  determination  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  particular  rule  as  it  is  empowered  to  do  by  §§  28  and  49 
of  the  Public  Service  Commission  law,  since  the  initial  determination  of 
the  reasonableness  of  the  rule  is  for  the  Commission  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  courts.  Metzger  v.  New  York  State  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  727 
(S.  C.  168  App.  Div.  187,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  789). 

5.  The  construction  given  by  the  highest  court  of  the  state  to  the 
profiflioBB  of  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  1860,  §  1862,  empowering  mimicipalities 
to  grant  the  use  of  the  streets  to  street  railway  companies  "upon  sud^ 
terms  as  the  proper  authorities  shall  determine,"  as  not  authorizing  • 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 7. 
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nmnieipality  to  make  a  contract  which  will  prevent  the  future  exer* 
ciae  of  the  authority  of  the  state  to  fix  rates  by  legislative  action,  will 
be  f<Alowed  by  the  Federal  Supreme  Court.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  & 
Xight  Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  591  (S.  C.  238  U.  S. 
174,  69  L.  ed.  1254,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820,  affirming  153  Wis.  592, 
L.R.A.1915F,  744,  142  N.  W.  491,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  911. 

t)REAM. 

Discrimination  in  transportation  of,  see  DlsCBiMiNAxioir,  201. 

CREDIT. 

Establishment  of,  to  secure  service,  see  Payment,  64. 
Discontinuance  of  service  for  failure  of  consumer  to  establish  credit, 

see  Payment,  81. 
Rules  by  Oregon  Commission  for  telephone  company  relative  to,  see 

Payment,  8^ 

CREDITORS. 

Depreciation  account  as  protection  to,  see  Depreciation,  12. 
Objection  of,  not  available  to  prevent  reorganization,  when,  see 
Consolidation,  Msbgeb  and  Sale,  18. 

CRIMINAI.  LAW. 

1.  The  orderly  administration  of  the  law  should  not  expose  a  liti- 
j^t  to  punishment  for  not  doing  an  act  which  a  court,  acting  within 
its  Jurisdiction  and  authority,  has  commanded  him  to  refrain  from 
doing.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  797  (8.  O. 
130  Minn.  144,  L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  X.  W.  320). 

2.  The  trial  court  erred  in  excluding  the  writ  of  injunction  from  evi- 
denee  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment  against  defendant  for  alleged  vio- 
lation of  the  sUtute.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.UJL1915D, 
797  (S.  C,  130  Minn.  144,  L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  N.  W.  3*20). 

CROPS. 

Discrimination  in  service  by  water  company  according  to  character 
of  crops  to  be  watered,  see  Discrimination,  197. 

CROSSINGS. 

/.  In  general,  1. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission,  2'^10. 
III.  Orade  crossings,  ll^^S. 
a.  In  general,  11— IS. 
h.  Elimination  of,  19—26, 
o.  Protection  at,  27—33. 

I.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  railroad  crossings,  P.U.R.1915B,  155. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  farm  crossings,  P.U.R.1915C,  415. 
Apportionment  of  cost  of,  see  Appobtionment,  45-58. 
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Apportionment  of  cost  of  mamtenanoe  of,  see  AppoBnoNHsm',  47. 
Of  telephone  wires  by  high  tension  transmission  lines,  see  Wibbs  and 
Cablbs. 

1.  The  Commission  refused  to  order  a  railroad  company  to  make 
and  maintain  a  highway  crossing  over  its  tracks,  in  order  to  provide 
means  for  reaching  certain  industries  without  requiring  travelers  to  go 
two  additional  blocks,  where  the  amount  of  travel  that  would  be  ac- 
commodated was  not  known,  where  the  benefit  to  those  who  would  use 
the  crossing  would  be  slight,  where  the  danger  would  be  increased,  and 
where  the  opening  of  the  crossing  would  necessitate  the  removal  of 
buildings  and  oil  tanks  on  concrete  foundations,  for  which  there  was 
no  other  location.  Scobey  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  950. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers  and  duties  of  Commission, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  abolish 

grade  crossings,  P.U.R.1915F,  107. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  question  of  damages  by  reason 

of  abolition  of  grade  crossings,  see  Damages,  4. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  to  the  exclusion  of  municipalitiei,  see 

Commissions,  20. 

2.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  public 
necessity  for  a  railroad  highway  crossing  authorized  by  a  regularly 
organized  town,  this  being  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the  municipal- 
ity in  interest.  Remington  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
193  5A,  147. 

3.  The  New  York  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  railroad 
company  to  maintain  and  keep  in  repair  an  overhead  bridge  and  ap- 
proaches \^hich  constitute  an  established  farm  crossing.  Wadsworth  v. 
Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  402. 

4.  The  Commission  cannot,  without  abusing  the  discretion  imposed 
in  it,  refuse  to  approve  the  construction  of  a  railroad  over  various 
highways  at  grades,  where  the  Commission  had  previously  duly  grant- 
ed a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  for  the  construction 
of  the  railroad  over  the  precise  route,  and  the  municipal  authorities 
and  the  state  commissioner  of  highways,  with  full  knowledge  of  pres- 
ent conditions  and  probable  future  developments,  had  deliberately  and 
unhesitatingly  approved  of  and  consented  to  the  construction  of  such 
crossing.    Re  Rome  k  0.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  305. 

5.  The  Illinois  Commission  has  power  to  grant  permission  to  a 
grocery  corporation  to  lay  a  side  track  across  the  track  of  a  railroad 
company  at  grade,  under  §  58  of  the  Utilities  Commission  law,  pro- 
viding that  "the  tracks  of  any  railroad  company"  shall  not  "be  con- 
structed across  the  grade  of  another  railroad  or  street  railroad  com- 
pany at  grade  .  .  .  without  first  having  secured  the  permission  of 
the  Commission,''  and  under  the  act  of  1889  as  amended  in  1907  (which 
was  kept  in  force  by  the  express  provision  of  {  68),  which  provided 
that  the  consent  of  the  Railroad  and  Warehouse  Commission  must  be 
procured  when  "any  railroad  company"  desires  to  cross  with  its  tracks 
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the  main  track  of  "another  railroad  company."     Baker  Bros.  Go.  ▼. 
Chicago,  O.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916P,  692. 

6.  The  Commission  will  not  in  the  exercise  of  its  juriBdicilon  ap- 
prove a  grade  crossing  over  an  extensively  traveled  street  of  a  city 
which  protests  against  the  granting  thereof,  unless  the  evidence  in 
favor  of  such  crossing  is  certain  and  convincing  that  the  service,  ac- 
commodation, and  convenience  of  the  public  will  be  attained.  In  Re 
Cornwall  &  L.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  329. 

7.  The  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  power  to  order  a 
steam  railroad  company  to  raise  its  grades  in  order  to  enable  another 
railroad  to  cross  its  track  at  grade,  since  the  various  statutes  relating 
to  such  crossings  indicate  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to 
give  the  Commission  full  power  and  authority  over  the  method,  manner, 
and  the  mode  of  grade  or  elevated  crossings  of  steam  railroads  as  well 
as  other  railroads  and  public  highways,  and  to  fix  the  location  and 
prescribe  all  the  conditions  as  to  physical  construction  and  arrange- 
ment of  the  crossing.  Alton  ^  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
941  (S.  C.  268  111.  68,  108  N.  E.  800). 

8.  The  Commission  has  power  to  prescribe  all  the  neoe^sary  details 
of  construction  of  grade  separation.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  South  Park  Comrs.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916B,  160. 

9.  In  granting  authority  to  a  steam  railroad  company  to  lay  its 
tracks  across  those  of  a  street  railway  company,  the  California  Commis- 
sion will  not  pass  upon  a  proposed  agreement  between  the  companies 
in  relation  to  their  liability  for  damages  in  case  of  accident,  since  it 
is  not  a  part  of  the  Commission's  duties  to  award  damages  in  such 
cases.    Re  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1010. 

10.  In  passing  upon  the  sufficiency  of  a  safety  device  at  a  railroad 
crossing,  the  Commission  can  look  only  as  to  the  requirements  of  safety 
and  convenience  in  respect  to  railroad  and  street  traffic,  a^d  cannot 
consider  the  complaints  of  adjoining  residents  as  to  the  annoyance 
caused  by  the  ringing  of  an  automatic  bell.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  308. 


///.  Grade  crossings. 

a.  In  general. 

Order  of  Ommlssion  relative  to  grade  crossings  as  not  taking  of  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  see  Constitutional  Law,  12. 

11.  It  is  the  general  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Maine  to  do  away 
gradually  with  all  grade  crossings.  Re  Monmouth  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
592. 

12.  The  question  whether  there  should  be  an  overhead  railroad  cross- 
ing in  any  given  case  must  depend  largely  upon  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  including  the  location  and  surroundings  of  the 
proposed  crossing,  the  character  of  the  railroad,  the  use  made  and  in- 
tended to  be  made  of  them,  the  increased  cost  of  construction  and 
expense  of  operation,  public  policy  and  convenience,  and  the  interest  and 
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conTenienee  of  the  road  intended  to  be  erossed.    Alton  ft  S.  H.  Co.  t. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  941  (8.  C.  268  111.  68, 108  N.  E.  800). 

18.  The  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Illinois  is  not  shown  to  be 
against  grade  crossings  bj  a  statute  providing  that  the  Commission 
"shall  only  grant  permission  to  construct  such  crossings  at  such  place 
and  in  such  manner  as  will  not  necessarily  impede  or  endanger  the 
travel  or  transportation  upon  the  railroad  to  be  crossed,"  especially  in 
view  of  I  58  of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  giving  authority  to  the  Commis- 
sion to  grant  permission  for  grade  crossings,  or  to  abolish,  alter,  or 
change  them.  Alton  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  941 
(S.  C.  268  111.  68,  108  N.  E.  800). 

14.  The  mere  fact  that  an  overhead  crossing  is  practicable  does 
not  necessarily  require  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  with- 
hold its  consent  to  a  crossing  at  grade.  Alton  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandalia 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  941  (S.  C.  268  111.  68,  308  N.  E.  800). 

15.  The  Commission  will  consider  recommendations  of  the  park 
commissioners  with  respect  to  plans  for  construction  of  grade  separa- 
tion, but  will  approve  of  such  plans  only  when  they  may  be  adopted  at 
a  cost  within  reasonable  limits.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
South  Park  Comrs.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  150. 

16.  A  petition  for  the  taking  of  certain  railroad  lands  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  public  crossing  leading  from  a  highway  to  the  freight 
buildings  of  a  railroad,  over  the  latter's  tracks  at  grade,  will  be  denied, 
where  the  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  plan  can  be  devised 
whereby,  at  a  reasonable  expense,  the  grade  crossing  will  be  done  away 
with,  and  the  public  will  be  reasonably  served.  Re  Monmouth  (Me.) 
P.UJEL1916B,  592. 

17^  Plans  for  the  construction  of  an  electric  railway  along  certain 
streets  and  at  grade  across  an  industrial  spur  track  owned  by  a  hard- 
ware company  were  approved  although  8  3862  of  the  Connecticut  Gen* 
eral  Statutes  provides  that  "no  electric,  cable,  or  horse  railway  shall  be 
constructed  across  the  tracks  of  any  steam  railway  at  grade."  Re  Con- 
necticut Co.  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915F,  989. 

18.  A  new  highway  laid  out  by  a  town  to  cross  a  railroad  was 
ordered  to  cross  at  grade.  Remington  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  147. 

h.  Elimination  of. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  elimination  of  grade  crossings  and  estab- 
lishment of  safety  devices  at  grade  crossings^  P.U.R.1916B,  155; 
P.UJE1.1915F,  170. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  eliminating  grade  crossings,  see  Appob- 
TIONMENT,  51-57. 

19.  The  cost,  unless  prohibitivCi  should  not  prevent  the  Commission 
from  ordering  the  construction  of  bridges  spanning  proposed  subways, 
where  the  requirement  of  safety  of  the  public  is  under  consideration, 
but  esthetic  features  should  not  be  considered  when  they  involve  ex- 
cessive and  unreasonable  expense.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
South  Park  Comrs.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915B,  150. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


102  CROSSINGS,  III.  c. 

20.  The  elimination  of  certain  ffr^de  croasinga  was  postponed  be- 
cause of  the  financial  condition  of  the  railroad  company,  and  the  com- 
pany was  ordered  to  install  "automatic  flagmaii"  or  automatic  crossing 
signals  at  the  crossings  in  question,  for  the  immediate  protection  of 
travel.    St.  Johnsbury  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1915A,  641. 

21.  The  abolition  of  a  grade  crossing  and  the  construction  of  a  sub- 
way was  ordered  where  there  was  a  steep  ascent  to  the  railroad  right 
of  way  from  the  street  in  a  rapidly  growing  community  used  by  many 
vehicles  and  pedestrians  and  the  view  in  both  directions  was  obstructed. 
Murphy  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  149. 

22.  The  separation  of  a  grade  crossing  was  ordered,  and  the  nature 
of  construction  specified,  where  it  was  important  that  the  character  of 
the  crossing  be  immediately  determined,  although  the  companies  urged 
that  they  were  in  straitened  financial  circumstances  and  unable  to 
secure  capital  to  meet  the  expense  of  the  proposed  improvements,  and, 
where  the  time  of  construction  was  not  of  inunediate  importance,  the 
matter  of  raising  funds  was  held  in  abeyance.  Murphy  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  149. 

23.  Grade  crossings  formed  by  railroad  tracks  and  city  streets  used 
by  a  street  railway  were  required  to  be  abolished  and  the  grades  sepa- 
rated by  the  construction  of  viaducts  under  the  railroad  tracks,  where 
the  crossings  obstructed  street  traffic  and  were  dangerous  to  the  public. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915F,  697. 

24.  A  railroad  company  and  county  were  ordered,  on  petition  of 
the  county,  jointly  to  construct  a  railroad  bridge  over  the  tracks  of  the 
company  to  accommodate  a  new  county  road,  and  to  eliminate  a  grade 
crossing.  Harnett  County  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  636. 

25.  The  separation  of  certain  crossings  at  grade  in  the  city  of 
Chicago  was  ordered  in  compliance  with  certain  requirements  specified 
by  the  Commission.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  South  Park 
Comrs.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  150. 

26.  Upon  order  the  abolition  of  grade  crossings  formed  by  railroad 
tracks  and  city  streets  used  by  a  street  railway  and  a  gas  utility,  and 
the  construction  of  a  viaduct  under  the  railroad  tracks,  the  railroad 
was  required  to  construct  the  subway,  the  approaches,  and  all  other 
improvements  not  required  to  be  constructed  by  the  other  utilities  and 
the  city;  the  street  railway  to  take  up  and  relay  its  track,  a  part  of 
the  pavement,  and  other  appurtenances;  the  gas  company  to  take  up 
and  relay  its  pipes  and  other  appurtenances;  and  the  city  to  take  up 
and  relay  water  pipes,  sewer  pipes,  and  other  like  appurtenances.  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
<I11.)  P.U.R.1915F,  697. 

c.  Protection  at. 

Apportionment  of  expense  of  protection  of,  see  Apportionment,  11,  68. 

27.  The  expensi  necessitated  by  the  installation  of  a  safety  device  at 
a  more  than  ordinarily  dangerous  railway  crossing  is  not  a  justification 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


CURB  UNE.  103 

for  subjecting  travelers  using  the  crossing  in  the  course  of  tlieir  daily 
occupation  to  such  unusual  danger,  although  the  traffic  is  not  heavy. 
Wheaton  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
332. 

28.  Signs  for  the  protection  of  grade  crossings  in  New  Hampshire 
are  ordered  to  be  of  enameled  metal,  large  white  letters  and  figures  on 
a  dark  blue  background,  and  34  x  12  inches  in  size,  specifying  the 
number  of  feet  to  the  crossing,  the  letters  and  figures  specifying  the 
distance  to  be  3^  inches  in  height,  and  those  specifying  the  orossiftgs  to 
be  6  inches  in  height.    Order  No.  433  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915C,  40. 

29.  An  automatic  alarm  bell  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  safety  de- 
vice at  a  grade  crossing  where  the  evidence  showed  that  an  average  of 
288  pedestrians  use  the  crossing  each  day,  and  that  the  view  is  unob* 
structed  in  both  directions.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Erie  R,  Co.  (K.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  308. 

30.  The  Commission  ordered  the  railroad  company  to  maintftin  an 
additional  flagman  at  a  dangerous  crossing  between  the  hours  of  7  and 
9  in  the  morning,  noon  and  1:30,  and  3:30  and  6:30  during  the  after- 
noon, where  it  appeared  that  a  large  number  of  pedestrians  UAed  tkf 
crossing  during  the  hours  mentioned,  that  a  school  was  located  near- 
by,  and  that  an  additional  flagman,  during  the  hours  mentioned,  was 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  pedestrians.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Eric 
R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  308. 

31.  The  request  required  by  statute  (§  53  of  the  railroad  law), 
which  the  local  authorities  must  make  to  a  railroad  company  for  the 
installation  of  protection  at  a  crossing  before  appealing  to  the  Com- 
mission, need  not  be  made  in  the  alternative  so  as  to  request  the  rail- 
road company  either  to  erect  gates  or  to  station  a  flagman  at  the  cross- 
ing.    Ebnira  Heights  v.  Erie  R.  Co.   (K  Y.)   P.U.R.1915D,  308. 

32.  The  requirement  of  the  statute  (§  53  of  the  railroad  law)  that 
the  local  authorities  must  request  a  railroad  company  to  install  pro- 
tection at  crossings  before  an  application  may  be  made  to  the  Com- 
mission, is  met  where  the  attorney  for  the  village  addressed  a  letter 
to  the  company,  stating  that  he  had  been  authorized  by  the  village 
board  to  take  such  measures  as  were  necessary  to  procure  the  erec- 
tion and  maintenance  of  gates  at  the  crossing  in  question,  and  further 
stated  the  reason  for  making  such  request.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  308. 

33.  Upon  the  construction  of  a  grade  crossing  over  a  railroad  track, 
the  county  is  not  required  to  bear  any  portion  of  the  expense  of  wing 
fences  and  cattle  guards,  where  there  is  no  statute  requiring  the  rail- 
road to  erect  fences,  and  where  fences  have  consequently  been  erected 
by  the  railroad  company  for  its  own  protection.  Re  Cochise  County 
<Ari£.)  P.U.R.1915D,  220. 


CUBB  LINE. 

Duty  of  water  company  to  deliver  water  to  consumers  at,  see 
Skbvice,  426. 
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CURRENT. 

Consideration  of  excesdve  payment  by  utility  for  current  In  passing 
upon  proposed  increase  of  rates,  see  Rates,  70. 

OURTAIIiMEMT. 

Power  of  Commission  to  authorize  curtailment  of  serrioe,  see  Sanr- 
ICE,  6. 

CUSPIDORS. 

To  be  provided  for  smoking  compartments  on  interurban  railway 
cars,  see  Sekvioe,  190. 

cuT-nc. 

Charge  for,  see  Rates;  140. 

CUT*OtTT. 

Charge  for,  see  Rates,  140. 

DAMAGfiS. 

/•  In  general,  1, 

It.  Jt^risdicUon,  powers  and  duties  of  ConrniissioUf  ;9-P. 
a.  In  general,  2,  3. 

h.  For  injuries  to  adjacent  property,  4,  5. 
o.  For  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  carrier  in  re« 

gard  to  shipments,  6, 
d.  For  injuries  (xtused  hy  construction   of  high  voUage 
transmission  Unes,  7— P. 

J.  In  general. 

Action  for,  by  consumers  as  ranedy  for  discrimination  in  rates  hj 
public  service  corporations,  see  Discrimination,  225. 

Limitation  of  actions  to  recover  damages  awarded  by  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  see  Limitations  of  AcnoNS,  2-4. 

Limitation  of  time  for  filing  notice  of  injury  to  freight,  see  Railboads, 
16-18. 

Railroad  authorized  to  construct  industrial  spur  track  although  ad- 
jacent property  may  be  damaged,  see  Railboads,  10. 

Right  of  a  gas  utility  to  an  allowance  to  provide  a  surplus  as  protec- 
tion against,  see  Retubn,  35. 

Allowance  of  amounts  paid  for  personal  injuries,  in  fixing  return,  see 
RwruBN,  68-71. 

Consideration  of  losses  due  to  extraordinary  conditions  in  operation  of 
toll  bridge  in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  72. 

Amortization  of  losses  caused  by  storms  and  floods,  see  Return,  86,  86. 

Effect  of  character  of  service  to  be  rendered  by  railroad  on  relocation 
of  line,  of  fact  that  it  has  recovered  large  damages  for  taking  of  its 
original  line,  see  Service,  213. 

1.  The  damages  awarded  to  a  shipper  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Conmiission  as  reparation  for  unjust  discrimination  and  unreasonable 
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rMet,  which,  under  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379, 
chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  %  8563),  §  8,  shaU  be  the  "full  amount 
of  damages  sustained,'*  may  be  measured  respectively  by  the  rebate 
to  a  favored  competitor,  and  by  the  charge  in  excess  of  what  would 
have  been  a  reasonable  rate,  if  the  evidence  shows  that  such  amoimts 
represent  the  claimant's  actual  pecuniary  loss.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Val- 
ley R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785. 

II*  Jurisdiction^  powers  and  duties  of  Oemmiseion. 

a.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Kew  York  court  over  action  for  damages  by  passenger 
for  ejectment  from  interurban  car  for  failure  to  pay  excess  fare,  see 
COXTBTS,  4. 

2.  The  magnitude  of  a  customer's  damages  resulting  from  discon- 
tinuance of  service  is  not  a  question  for  the  determination  of  ths 
Commission,  but  for  the  courts,  the  Commission  being  interested  only 
to  this  extent, — ^that  if  the  damage  claimed  be  established  so  as  to 
result  in  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  customer  for  a  sum  sufficient  com- 
pletely to  offset  the  bill  owed  the  company  for  energy,  the  customer 
would  be  deemed  by  the  Commission  to  be  in  the  position  of  a  new 
aif^licant  for  service.  Tulare  County  Power  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light 
k  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  786. 

3.  The  Nevada  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  complaint 
of  defective  sewer  service  that  is  past,  in  that  sewage  has  backed  up 
on  premises  and  overflowed,  since  it  has  no  power  to  award  damages 
for  past  injuries,  or  for  any  injuries,  and  its  order  can  regulate  only 
the  rendering  of  service  in  general  and  have  a  future  operation  only. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  95. 

h.  For  injuries  to  adjacent  property, 

4.  The  Piennsylvania  Commission  has  power  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion of  damages  sustained  by  adjacent  property  owners  by  reason  of 
the  abolition  of  a  grade  crossing  over  the  track  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany.   Re  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  180. 

6.  The  California  Commission  has  no  power  to  award  damages  for 
injury  to  adjacent  property  which  will  be  caused  by  the  construction 
of  an  industrial  spur  track.  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  856. 

o.  For  injuries  caused  hy  the  negligence  of  carrier  in  regard 
to  shipments. 

0.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  is  not  given  power  to  award  dam- 
ages to  a  shipper  for  injuries  to  goods  while  in  transit.  Nixon  Piano 
Co.  V.  Central  R.  Co*  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  297. 
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d.  For  injuries  caused  by  construction  of  high  voltage  tranM* 
mission  lines, 

7.  The  Indiana  Commisfiion  is  without  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a 
claim  for  damages,  based  upon  failure  of  railroad  companies  to  deliver 
carload  shipments  of  coal  within  a  specified  number  of  days  from  the 
day  of  shipment.  Jesse  French  &  Sons  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  1096. 

8.  The  Commission  is  without  power  to  award  damages  to  a  tele- 
phone company  for  any  injury  caused  by  the  construction  of  a  proper 
high-voltage  signal  system  within  the  railroad  company's  right  of  way. 
Bangor  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
241. 

9.  A  telephone  company  whose  service  and  business  have  been 
interfered  with  by  the  subsequent  construction  of  a  high  tension  trans* 
mission  line  must  seek  its  remedy  in  the  courts.  Ebenezer  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Milwaukee  Light,  Heat,  k  Traction  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  174. 

DAMS. 

See  also  Wateb,  12-19. 

Security  issue  for  reconstruction  of,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  110. 

Consideration  of  value  of  original  dam  superseded  by  new  dam,  in 

valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  180. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  226. 
Elements  to  be  considered  in  fixing  the  height  of  dam  for  resenroir 

purposes,  see  Water,  17-19. 

DAWK. 

Rates  for  electric  service  from  dusk  to,  see  Rates,  132. 

DAY. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  earnings  between  night  and  day  pas- 
senger traffic,  see  Appobtionment,  19. 

DBBEM  TURE8. 

Issuance  of,  see  Secubitt  Issues. 

DEBTS. 

Held  by  bank,  issuance  of  certificates  of  indebtedness,  instead  of 
stock,  in  satisfaction  of,  see  Secubity  Issues,  11. 

DECISION. 

Of  Federal  courts  following  decision  of  state  court  as  to  constmctioii 
of  statute,  see  Coubts,  5. 

DECIilHIlfG  STEP  PIiAN. 

Of  electric  rates,  see  Rates,  163. 

DEEDS. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1066. 
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DEFAULT. 

Power  of  CommisBion  to  order  setting  aside  of  depreeiatlon  fund 
which  will  cause  default  in  the  payment  of  interest  charges,  see 

DEPBBCIAnOir,  1. 

DEFENSE. 

Unprofitableness  of  line,  as  defense  to  proceedings  to  require  the  ren- 
dering of  adequate  service  by  street  railway  company,  see 
Sebvice,  50. 

DEFICIENCIES. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  make  up  deficiency  in  sale  of  securities, 

see  SfiCTTBiTT  Issues,  162. 
Capitalization  of  past  deficiencies,  see  Valuatiok,  29&-303. 

DEFICITS. 

Capitalisation  of,  see  Valuation,  295-303. 

DEFINITION. 

Capacity  expenses,  see  Apportionment,  24c. 

Common  carriers  within  meaning  of  Public  Utility  law,  see  Auto- 

ICOBILES,  3. 

Demurrage  defined,  see  Railroads,  13. 

Depreciation  defined,  see  Depreciation,  4. 

Domestic  use,  within  meaning  of  franchise  fixing  water  rates  for,  see 

Rates,  516. 
Dunnage,  see  Dunnage. 

''Expense  of  maintenance"  defined,  see  Depreciation,  6. 
Going  value,  see  Valuation,  267. 
Grog,  see  Grog. 

Industrial  switching,  see  Industrial  Switching. 
Localities,  as  used  in  Public  Service  law  with  reference  to  physical 

connection  of  telephone  lines,  see  Service,  307. 
Original  cost,  see  Valuation,  34. 
Output  expenses,  see  Apportionment,  24b. 
Public  good  defined,  see  Public  Good,  2. 
Reproduction  cost,  see  Valuation,  38. 
Reproduction  cost  less  depreciation,  see  Valuation,  46. 

DEIXOATION  OF  POWEBS. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  50-62. 

DELINQUENT  ACCOUNT. 

Interest  on,  see  Service,  61. 

DELINQUENT  CONSUMERS. 

Discontinuance  of  service  to,  see  Payment,  75-80. 

Efi'ect  of  delinquency  in  payment  by  consumer  who  has  made  a  cash 

deposit,  see  Payment,  63. 
Reasonableness  of  charge  for  turning  on  water  that  had  been  shut 

off  because  of  nonpayment  of  bills,  see  Rates,  521-524. 
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DEUVERT. 

Time  and  condition  of  delivery  of  natural  ga«  as  factors  in  deter* 

mining  ratee,  see  Rates,  258b. 
Of  telephone  message,  charge  for,  see  Ratbs,  474. 

DEMAND  CHARGE. 

Fire  protection  by  water  company,  see  Rates,  610. 

DEMAND  FOR  SERVICE. 

Consideration  of  amount  necessary  to  provide  additional  facilities 
to  meet  demand  for  service  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  03. 

Method  of  estimating  demand  for  street  car  service,  see  Sbbvice, 
301-303. 

DEMAND  UNIT. 

For  gas  service,  to  be  determined  by  relative  capacities  of  meters  and 

not  by  number  of  meters  in  use,  see  Appobtionicent,  7. 
Necessity  of  each  consumer's  payment,  see  Discrimination,  12. 

DEMURRAGE  RUI.E8. 

Rule  for  as  applicable  to  private  cars  on  private  siding,  see  Rail- 
roads, 14. 

DEBCURRER. 

See  Pleadings,  13. 

DENSITY  OF  TRAFFIC. 

Impropriety  of  considering,  in  valuing  operating  property  of  rail* 
roads  for  taxation  purposes,  see  Valuation,  91. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  GOVERNMENT. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  63,  64. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  UTILITY. 

Apportionment  between,  see  Apportionment. 

Necessity  for  proper  apportionment  between  departments  of  util- 
ity in  determining  rate  of  return  for  one  department,  see  Re- 
turn, 147. 

DEPOSIT. 

Discrimination  in  rules  requiring  deposit,  see  Discrimination,  216- 

218. 
As  security  for  payment,  see  Payment,  42-63. 
Right  of  consumer  to  return  of,  after  prompt  payment  of  bills  for 

a  period  of  one  year,  see  Payment,  62. 
Duty  of  consumer  to  deposit  an  amount  to  secure  the  cost  of  extend- 

ing  electrical  service,  see  Service,  108. 

DEPOTS. 

See  Stations  aj^d  Stops. 
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DEPBEOIATED  V  AlfVE. 

As  basis  of  apportionment  of  real  and  personal  taxes  between  dec* 
trie  and  water  dq[Mrtm«iit  of  utility,  see  AppQBnoNiaBrT,  88. 


DEPBECIATIOH. 

J.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission,  1. 
II.  Nature  of,  j»— 7. 

a.  In  general,  2^6. 

t,  Distinction  'between  loss  of  value  and  loss  of  efficiency, 
7. 
III.  Depreciation  of  overheads,  S. 
rv.  Necessity  and  purpose  of  providing  for,  9^1S* 
V.  Computation  of,  19-^2, 
a.  Basis  of,  19—22. 
h.  Methods  of,  2a'-27. 
o.  Factors  to  'be  considered,  28-^2. 

1.  Scrap  value,  28,  29. 

2.  Past  failure  to  provide  for,  aO'^2. 
VI.  Rate  of  depreciation,  '39—92. 

a.  In  general,  33, 
h.  Physical  property,  34—90.    • 
1.  Of  entire  plant,  34—76. 

(a)  Companies  operating  several  ttHliHes,  84^ 

36. 

(b)  Electric  plant,  37-42. 

(o)  Ferries,  43.  • 

(d)  Gas  plant,  44-46. 

(e)  Hot  water  heating,  47. 

(f)  Hydraulio  power  plant,  48. 

(g)  Steam  power  plant,  49,  50* 
(h)  Street  railway,  51. 

(i)  Telephone  plant,  52—69. 
a)   ToU  bridge,  70. 
fk)   Waterworhs,   71-75. 
9.  Of  particular  units,  76-90. 

(a)  Miscellaneotis,   76,   77. 

(b)  Groups  of  units,  78—88. 

(c)  Automobiles,  83—85.  • 

(d)  Fans,  86. 

(e)  MaH^  and  pipes,  87,  8S. 

(f)  Fumps,   89. 

(g)  Reservoirs,   90. 
e.  Intangibles,  91,  92. 

VII.  Funds,   98-99. 
VIII.  Bffeot  of  accrued  depreciation  on  valuation,  100^110. 

a.  In  general,  100—107. 

b.  Ratio  of  accrued  depreciation  to  cost  new,  108. 

e.  Frovisions  for  accrued  depreciation  not  provided  for, 
109,  110. 
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Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  AfPCNDIX,  1006. 

Method  of  accounting  for,  see  Acoountino,  4,  5. 

Allowance  for,  in  considering  operating  expenses,  see  Rbtubn,  38. 

/.  Jurisdiction,   powers,  and   duties   of   Commission, 

1.  The  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  of  the  Philippine  Is- 
lands has  no  power  to  require  the  setting  up  of  a  depreciation  account 
with  the  consequent  obligation  of  setting  apart  a  fund  when  the  result 
would  be  to  cause  a  default  in  the  payment  of  interest  charges;  but  if 
earnings  are  not  sufficient  to  meet  all  operating  expenses,  including  ac- 
crued depreciation  and  interest  charges,  the  fact  of  such  deficit  must 
appear  in  the  utilities  operation  statements  and  balance  sheets.  Re 
Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  711. 

//.  Nature  of» 

a.  In  general, 

2.  Accrued  depreciation,  unprovided  for,  lessens  the  value  of  the 
operating  plant  of  a  public  utility  and  is  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal 
of  capital  to  that  extent.  La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern  Ore- 
gon Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  909. 

3.  To  the  extent  that  a  public  utlity  fails  to  provide  for  a  replace- 
ment fund  out  of  earnings,  the  depreciation  due  to  lessened  life  in  use 
is  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal  of  originally  invested  capital,  at  least, 
as  far  as  voluntary  action  on  the  part  of  the  utility  has  made  the 
creation  of  a  replacement  fund  impossible.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas 
&  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  855. 

4.  Depreciation  may  be  defined  as  the  lessened  money  value  caused 
by  physical  deterioration  or  lack  of  adaptation  to  function,  and  is  oc- 
casioned by  wear  and  tear  due  to  the  use  in  the  service  and  age  of  the 
instrumentality,  to  obsolescence  due  to  a  change  or  development  in  the 
art  requiring  new  and  improved  apparatus,  to  inadequacy  of  superses- 
sion caused  by  the  growth  of  the  business  so  that  the  old  instrumen- 
tality is  no  longer  adequate  for  the  purpose  of  which  it  was  intended, 
and  must  be  superseded  or  replaced  by  a  larger  unit,  and  deferred  main- 
tenance due  to  lack  or  neglect  of  repairs  necessary  to  preserve  the 
apparatus  in  proper  condition.  Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
T915E,  616. 

5.  Under  the  Public  Utilities  act  applicable  to  the  Philippine  Is- 
lands, the  depreciation  whicb  the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commission- 
ers is  required  to  provide  against  is  irreparable  deterioration  of  prop- 
erty, plus  obsolescence.    Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  711. 

6.  The  expression,  "expense  of  maintenance,"  as  used  in  the  Public 
Utilities  act  applicable  to  the  Philippine  Islands,  refers  to  expeftses  of 
repairs  as  distinguished  from  expenditures  for  renewals,  and  the  Board 
of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  will  require  the  setting  up  of  a  de- 
preciation account  sufficient  to  provide  for  those  renewals  which  are 
not  taken  care  of  as  ordinary  repair  itons;  and  the  Commission,  in 
applying  this  view,  will  follow  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Interstate 
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Ck>miiifirce  Commisaion  to  the  effect  that  when  costs  of  renewal  to  be 
made  to  any  unit  of  equipment  constitutes  a  major  portion  of  its  yalue 
as  renewed,  the  depreciation  account  shall  be  charged  with  the  amount 
already  set  aside  corresponding  to  that  unit;  and  the  unit  shall  be  re- 
garded as  retired,  and  ^e  renewed  equipment  shall  be  considered  an 
additiim,  and  the  appraised  cost  thereof  shall  be  included  in  the  appro- 
priate account  for  the  cost  of  the  equipment.  Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.UJ1.1916C,  711. 

b.  Distinction  between  loaa  of  value  and  loss  of  efficiency, 

7.  The  fact  that  the  plant  of  a  public  service  company  is  operated 
at  100  per  cent  efficiency  does  not  entitle  the  company  to  a  plant  value 
of  100  per  cent  of  condition  new,  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. Salinas  City  v.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  460. 

111.  Depreciation  of  overheads. 

8.  In  estimating  the  accrued  depreciation  on  the  property  of  an 
electric  company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes  such  propor^ 
tion  of  the  overhead  items  for  cost  as  would  necessarily  be  gone  simul* 
taneousiy  with  the  physical  properties  to  which  they  relate  was  included. 
Campbell  t.  Hood  Riv^  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.19UD,  855. 

IF.  Necessity  and  purpose  of  providing  for. 

0.  In  the  making  of  a  schedule  or  tariff  of  rates  to  be  charged  by 
a  public  utility,  there  must  be  an  annual  allowance  for  depreciation. 
Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  510. 

10.  A  reasonable  allowance  must  be  made  for  a  depreciation  annuity 
Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  575. 

11.  A  natural  gas  company  should  provide  an  annual  allowance  for 
depreciation.    Re  Oblong  Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  598. 

12.  Under  the  Public  Utilities  act  relating  to  the  Philippine  Islands, 
the  purpose  of  the  depreciation  account  is  to  protect  the  stoekholden^ 
bondholders,  and  creditors  of  the  company.  Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  L). 
P.U.R.1915C,  711. 

13.  A  reserve  for  renewals  and  contingencies  should  be  sufficient  to 
cover  the  average  annual  cost  of  plant  and  property,  with  a  margin  for 
contingencies  in  addition  thereto.  Stadtlander  v.  New  York  Edison  Co 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685. 

14.  It  is  necessary  and  good  business  policy  for  a  telephone  company 
to  set  aside  annually  out  of  its  earnings  a  reasonable  percentage  of 
the  value  of  its  plant  to  take  care  of  the  item  of  depreciation,  in  order 
to  prevent  a  severe  burden  upon  the  investor  as  well  as  upon  the  pub* 
lie  when  the  actual  replacement  of  the  plant  becomes  necessary.  Re  Tele- 
phone Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

15.  Under  the  Public  Utilities  act  applicable  to  the  Philippine  Is- 
lands, the  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  is  required  to  de- 
termine and  ascertain,  from  time  to  time,  proper  and  adequate  rates 
ol  depreciation,  which  rates  must  be  sufficient  to  provide  the  amounts 
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required  oyer  and  above  the  expense  of  maintenance  to  keep  the  prop- 
erty in  a  state  of  efficiency  corresponding  to  the  progress  of  the  in- 
dustry.   Re  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  711. 

16.  The  annual  depreciation  allowance  for  a  gas  plant  shonld  be 
sufficient  to  replace  the  main  parts  of  the  property  when  the  same  haTO 
deteriorated  from  causes  other  than  operation,  such  as  the  mineral 
character  of  the  soil  in  which  mains  are  laid,  and  the  character  of  the 
water  used  in  boilers.  £1  Reno  v.  £1  Reno  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  226. 

17.  Though  no  deduction  was  made  for  accrued  depreciation  in 
valuing  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  the  plant  was 
in  first-class  operating  condition  without  any  actual  or  tangible  signs 
of  wear  or  decay,  the  Idaho  Commission  ordered  the  company  to  es- 
tablish a  depreciation  reserve  account,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
true  condition  of  the  plant  and  to  protect  the  life  of  the  plant,  to 
which  account  should  be  credited  all  allowances  made  to  cover  future 
depreciation  and  to  which  should  be  debited  all  costs  of  renewals  and 
replacements  in  accordance  with  the  uniform  system  of  accounts  pre- 
scribed by  the  Commission.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co. 
(Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

18.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  permitted  to  defer  for  a  period 
of  one  year  the  setting  aside  of  a  depreciation  fund,  because  of  the 
extraordinary  expenditures  necessary  to  be  made  during  such  year,  the 
order  expressly  providing  that  the  permission  was  not  to  be  construed 
as  releasing  the  utility  from  designating  the  amount  of  such  depre- 
ciation fund  in  its  books  and  accounts,  nor  as  creating  any  additional 
burden  of  operating  expenses  at  any  future  date.  Re  Tucson  Gas.  £.  L. 
k  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  431. 

F.  Computation  of, 

a.  Basis  of, 

19.  The  actual  amount  of  property  in  use,  and  not  the  rednced 
amount  paid  for  it  upon  the  sale  of  a  telephone  property,  should  be  the 
basis  for  ascertaining  the  necessary  allowance  for  maintenance  and  de- 
preciation,  and  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence  the  cost  of  reproduction 
may  be  taken  as  this  basis.  Re  Crownover  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  571. 

20.  Depreciation  in  street  railway  property  purchased  from  another 
company  at  less  than  its  original  cost  should  be  estimated  on  the  basil 
of  the  original  cost,  although  the  company  is  entitled  to  a  return  only 
upon  the  actual  amount  of  its  investment,  since  the  low  purchase  price 
is  an  offset  to  depreciation;  New  Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  264. 

21.  In  the  valuation  of  the  properties  of  two  electric  companies  for 
rate-making  purposes,  the  composite  life  of  the  depreciable  portions  of 
each  plant,  after  making  an  allowance  of  10  per  cent  for  depreciation 
contingencies,  was  found  to  be  16.1  years.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Qmb 
k  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

22.  Under  a  statute  requiring  that  the  depreciation  fund  shall  be 
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prescribed  upon  m  sinkiiig  fnnd  basis,  the  d^reciation  annuity  should 
be  based  upon  the  composite  life  of  the  depreciable  portions  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  ocnnpany,  including  such  estimates  as  the  Commission  has 
allowed  for  contingencies,  casualty  insurance,  and  taxes  during  con* 
struction,  and  one  half  of  the  estimated  cost  of  engineering,  and  such 
proportions  of  the  cost  of  interest  during  construction  as  the  proper 
amount  of  value  of  the  property  new  compares  with  the  same  property 
less  the  depreciation,  excluding  the  depreciation  upon  stores  and  supplies 
on  hand,  working  capital,  the  development  cost  of  the  company^  and  for 
legal  or  general  expenses;  and  a  4  per  cent  sinking  fund  basis  method 
should  be  employed,  with  annual  payments  and  rests  for  interest.  Camp- 
bell V.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

b.  Methods  of. 

23.  In  estimating  accrued  depreciation  in  the  valuation  of  a  water 
company's  property  for  mtmidpal  purchase,  the  straight-line  method, 
which  contemplates  the  depreciation  of  any  item  of  property  in  the 
direct  ratio  of  its  age  to  its  probable  useful  life,  was  employed.  Re 
Redondo  Beach  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  429. 

24.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses the  straight-line  method  of  estimating  the  depreciation  was  held 
by  the  Illinois  Commission  to  be  preferable  to  the  sinking-fund  method, 
since,  in  general,  it  reflects  most  closely  the  practical  conditions  under 
which  utility  properties  are  usually  managed.  Belleville  y.  St.  Clair 
County  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  235. 

25.  In  making  findings  as  to  the  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation 
of  the  property  of  a  public  service  corporation,  the  California  Commis- 
sion determined  the  amount  of  depreciation  by  the  straight-line  method 
modified,  where  necessary,  by  the  results  of  inspection.  Re  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  44. 

26.  The  Commission,  in  valuing  the  property  of  a  waterworks  com- 
pany for  rate  purposes,,  allowed  a  depreciation  annuity  on  the  sink- 
ing-fund basis.  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  675. 

27.  The  Oregon  Public  Utilities  act  (Laws  of  1911,  chap.  279)  plain- 
ly requires  the  dq[>reciation  annuity  to  be  treated  on  the  sinking  fund 
basis.  La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co 
(Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  909. 

o.  Factors  to  he  considered, 

1.  Scrap  value, 

28.  Consideration  must  be  given  to  scrap  value  in  calculating  the 
amount  to  bo  writt^  ofif  for  wear  and  depreciation.  Re  Oblong  Qas  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1W5A,  598. 

29.  The  rate  of  depreciation  of  the  property  of  a  telephone  company 
should  be  computed  on  the  wearing  value,  the  scrap  value,  or  the  salvage 
value  of  the  difi'erent  units  being  deducted  from  their  cost  in  place  and 
the  amount  of  the  annual  reserve  for  depreciation  fixed  by  dividing  the 

P.U.R.  Dig.—S. 
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wearing  value  by  the  number  of  years  repreeenting  the  life  of  the  plant. 
Be  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  616. 

2,  Past  failure  to  provide  for. 

30.  The  effect  on  the  property  of  a  gas  company  of  the  policy  of  its 
owners  in  failing  to  make  charges  to  depreciation  other  than  for  mains, 
services,  and  meters  abandoned,  taked  out,  and  retired  from  the  service, 
is  a  factor  affecting  materially  the  reasonableness  of  the  return  and  any 
future  allowance  for  depreciation.  Newton  ^  Watertown  Petition 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  787. 

31.  The  policy  of  distributing  in  dividends  money  properly  applicable 
to  depreciation  and  obsolescence  may  result  in  serious  injury  to  the 
stockholders,  inasmuch  as  the  safety  and  growing  worth  of  their  in- 
vestment lies  chiefly  in  the  potential  value  of  a  relatively  low  capi- 
talization, taken  in  conjunction  with  the  increased  earning  J)ower  of 
reasonable  surplus.    Re  Lawrence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

32.  ,A  gas  company  cannot  maintain  a  price  for  gas  which  will  in- 
directly cause  its  consumers  to  pay  for  the  accrued  depreciation  and 
obsolescence  of  its  plant,  where  it  appears  that  under  the  prices  which 
have  prevailed  the  consumers  have  met  all  just  obligations  of  this 
nature,  but  that  the  money  properly  applicable  for  such  purposes  has 
been  paid  out  in  dividends.  Re  Lawrence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
814. 

VI,  Hate  of  depredation, 

a.  In  general, 

33.  The  rate  of  depreciation  must  be  determined  alter  a  careful 
inspection  of  the  property,  and  must  be  considered  in  connection  with  ita 
use.    Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  616. 

b.  Bhyaical  property, 
1,  Of  entire  plant, 

(a)  Companies  operating  several  uUUties, 

34.  A  water,  light,  and  power  company  was  directed  to  deduct  from 
its  operating  income  4  per  cent  of  the  value  new  of  its  depreciable  elec- 
tric property  and  3  per  cent  of  the  value  new  of  its  water  property  to 
be  set  aside  each  year  for  depreciation,  and  accounted  for  as  provided 
by  §  17  of  the  Public  Utilities  act.  Laws  of  1911,  chapter  279.  Bond 
V.  Bend  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  913. 

36.  A  reasonable  sum  to  be  set  aside  annually  for  depreciation  upon 
the  property  of  an  electric  and  street  railway  company  was  fotmd  to 
be  4|  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  property,  on  the  assumption  that 
the  fimd  thus  created  would  be  invested  and  the  accruing  interest  com- 
pounded annually  or  at  shorter  intervals.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
V.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

36.  Upon  authorizing  an  electric  railway  and  lig^t  company  to  issue 
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securities  for  improyements  to  its  property,  the  Commission  directed 
the  company  to  set  aside  annually  7  per  cent  of  the  entire  amount  ot 
outstanding  liabilities  for  maintenance  and  depreciation  reserve  funds, 
in  order  that  the  gross  assets  of  the  company  should  be  kept  to  a 
value  approximately  equal  to  the  outstanding  liabilities.  Re  Omaha  k 
L.  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  416. 

(h)  Electric  plant. 

37.  An  allowance  was  made  for  annual  depreciation  of  an  electric 
plant  at  a  somewhat  higher  rate  than  was  customary,  where  the  pecul- 
iar nature  of  the  plant  consisted  largely  of  short-lived  equipment 
and  a  power  plant  of  such  construction  as  to  make  obsolescence  a  con- 
trolling factor.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
747. 

38.  An  allowance  of  $5,800  was  held  sufficient  for  the  annual  de- 
preciation in  electrical  property  having  a  book  cost  of  $01,381.93  and 
a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes  of  $124,000.  Harris  v.  South  Side 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915P,  747. 

39.  A  light,  heat,  and  power  company  was  ordered  to  set  aside  an- 
nually out  of  operating  income  7  per  cent  upon  an  authorized  issue 
of  stock  as  a  maintenance  and  depreciation  fund.  Re  Arlington  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  647. 

40.  The  sum  of  $548,170  was  allowed  for  accrued  depreciation  in  the 
valuation  of  the  property  of  a  lighting  company  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting 
Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

41.  In  estimating  the  total  amoimt  of  revenue  necessary  for  the 
operation  of  an  electric  light  and  power  plant,  the  Commission  fixed 
the  annual  depreciation  allowance  at  4  per  cent.  Oakland  City  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  V.  Oakland  City   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1915B,  846. 

42.  An  annual  allowance  of  $420  was  made  for  depreciation,  out  of 
a  total  revenue  allowance  of  $4,196  for  the  operation  of  an  electric 
light  company,  the  plant  and  business  of  which  were  valued  at  $211,500. 
Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

(c)   Ferries. 

43.  An  allowance  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  for  depreciation  was  held 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable  for  a  small  ferry.  Twin  Falls  Commercial 
Club  v.  Great  Shoshone  k  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E, 
660. 

(d)   €kis  plant, 

44.  The  Illinois  Commission  made  an  allowance  of  3  per  cent  per 
annum  to  cover  depreciation,  obsolescence,  inadequacy,  etc.,  in  valuing 
the  property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate-making  purposes.  Belleville  v.  St. 
Clair  County  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.19J5F,  235. 

45.  In  an  investigation  of  gas  rates,  an  allowance  of  the  minimum 
rate  of  4  per  cent  annually  for  depreciation  for  purposes  of  com- 
putation is  not  to  be  considered  a  determination  by  the  Commission 
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of  the  proper  rate.    El  Reno  y.  El  Reno  Gas  &  Electric  Co.   (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  226. 

46.  An  allowance  of  $100  per  month  for  the  depreciation  of  the 
property  of  a  gas  company,  while  possibly  justifiable  on  a  ''depreciated 
value"  theory,  is  too  large  where  the  company  claims  on  an  inyestment 
of  $61,914.24,  but  on  the  basis  of  inyestment  a  proper  depreciation 
annually  should  be  provided  by  a  sinking  fund,  with  interest  at  6  per 
cent,  which  would  result  in  an  annuity  not  to  exceed  $486  for  seven 
months.    Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

(e)  Hot  tcater  heating, 

47.  In  fixing  the  rates  for  hot-water  heating  service,  an  allowance 
of  8  per  cent  on  the  total  valuation  of  the  utility  for  straight  line 
depreciation  and  2  per  cent  on  the  sinking-fund  basis  was  held  reason- 
able where  it  appeared  that  the  life  of  the  distribution  system  was 
estimated  at  twenty-five  years;  the  plant  equipment  estimated  to  be  in 
50  per  cent  condition  after  thirteen  years'  use,  and  the  buildings  esti- 
mated at  90  per  cent  condition.  Re  Peru  Heating  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  602. 

(f)  Hydraulic  power  plant, 

48.  Annual  depreciation  on  a  hydraulic-power  plant  was  computed 
by  the  Commission  at  2.6  per  cent  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  operat- 
ing expenses  at  such  a  plant  with  those  of  a  hypothetical  steam  plant 
in  order  to  calculate  the  saving  due  to  the  operation  of  the  water  plant. 
Re  Rhinelandw  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  652. 

(g)  Steam  power  plant, 

49.  An  annual  allowance  of  3  per  cent  on  the  sinking-fund  basis 
should  be  a  sufficient  charge  to  the  depreciation  account  for  a  well- 
built  steam  power  plant.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  652. 

50.  The  annual  rate  of  depreciation  of  steam  stations  with  extensive 
distribution  systems  is  often  4.5  per  cent,  computed  on  the  straight- 
line  basis.    Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  652, 


(h)  Street  railway, 

51.  The  Massachusetts  Commission,  in  estimating  the  amount  of 
revenue  necessary  for  a  street  railroad  company,  did  not  apply  the  rule 
that  20  per  cent  of  operating  revenue  is  the  proper  proportion  necessary 
to  cover  maintenance  of  way,  structures,  and  equipment  and  deprecia- 
tion with  average  conditions,  but  allowed  a  greater  percentage  where  the 
road  was  small  with  relatively  low  gross  earnings  and  the  accrued 
depreciation  was  relatively  large.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.) 
370;  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co    (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 
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(i)  Telephone  plant, 

52.  Five  per  cent  of  the  gross  revenue  of  a  telephone  company  was 
ordered  set  aside  for  depreciation.    Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

53.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  rates  of  a  telephone  company  it  was 
held  that  5  per  cent  of  the  property  value  should  be  deducted  from  the 
gross  revenue  annually  to  provide  for  depreciation,  where  no  amount 
had  been  set  aside  for  this  purpose.  Re  Colchester  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co. 
(ni.)  P.U.R.1915E.  23. 

54.  An  allowance  was  made  for  depreciation  to  the  amount  of  5)  per 
cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  plant  of  a  telephone  company  in  esti- 
mating the  operating  expenses  for  rate-making  purposes.  Corona  v. 
Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014. 

55.  An  annual  allowance  of  6  per  cent  for  depreciation  was  held  ade- 
quate for  a  telephone  plant  where  there  was  very  little  probability  of 
depreciation  by  reason  of  obsolescence  and  inadequacy  or  supersession. 
Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  516. 

56.  An  annual  allowance  of  6  per  cent  on  the  conservative  reproduc- 
tion value  of  the  property  of  a  telephone  company  was  held  necessary 
to  cover  depreciation.  Re  Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  57. 

57.  Six  per  cent  per  annum  was  held  to  be  a  fair  alid  reasonable 
depreciation  charge  upon  the  property  of  a  telephone  company  where 
the  Commission's  engineer  reported  such  property  to  be  in  good  gen- 
eral condition.    Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

58.  An  allowance  of  6)  per  cent  for  annual  depreciation  and  con- 
tingencies for  a  telephone  plant,  including  rural  and  toll  lines,  was 
held  to  be  reasonable.  Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  366. 

59.  An  allowance  for  depreciation  of  7  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  re- 
production of  telephone  rural  party  lines  was  made  by  the  Commission 
in  computing  the  reasonable  expenses  to  be  charged  against  such  lines 
in  a  valuation  for  rate  purposes.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  562. 

60.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  telephone  rates,  an  annual 
allowance  of  7  per  cent  of  the  reproduction  value  of  a  plant  for  depre- 
ciation was  held  reasonable.  Woonsocket  v.  Schuler  Electric  &  Teleph. 
Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915B,  223. 

61.  Upon  granting  permission  to  a  telephone  conipany  to  increase 
its  rates,  a  company  was  required  to  set  aside  out  of  its  earnings  an- 
nually an  amount  equal  to  8  per  cent  upon  the  reproduction  value  of 
its  property  new,  such  a  sum  to  be  expended  for  current  mainte- 
nance and  to  take  care  of  the  depreciation  of  the  plant.  Re  Valparaiso 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  578. 

62.  An  allowance  for  maintenance  and  depreciation  of  8  per  cent 
of  the  reproduction  value  of  telephone  properties  was  made  by  the 
Nebraska  Commission  in  ascertaining  the  net  operating  expense  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  rates.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R 
1915F,  354. 

63.  A  new  telephone  company  expecting  to  start  operation  with  a 
list  of  196  subscribers  was,  upon  an  application  for  the  issuance  of  se* 
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curities,  directed,  prior  to  th«  payment  of  any  dividend  on  the  stock  is* 
sues,  to  set  aside  out  of  its  operating  income  as  a  maintenanoe  and  de- 
preciation  fund,  an  amount  not  less  than  8  per  cent  of  the  property 
invested.    Re  People's  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  160. 

64.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  establish  a  just  and  reason- 
able schedule  of  yearly  rental  rates  sufficiently  high  to  pay  all  legiti- 
mate operating  and  maintenance  charges,  and  set  aside  not  less  than 
6  per  cent,  nor  more  than  8  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  their  properties 
to  take  care  of  depreciation.    Re  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

65.  An  allowance  of  9  per  cent  of  the  reproduction  value  of  a  tele- 
phone company  was  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance  and  depre- 
ciation, where  the  topography  of  the  country  and  the  scarcity  of  popu* 
lation  made  the  construction  of  long  farm  lines  necessary.  Re  Crown- 
over  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  671. 

66.  Provision  for  interest  and  depreciation  amounting  to  about 
14  per  cent  of  the  cost  new  of  a  telephone  property  was  allowed  by 
the  Conmiission  as  reasonable  in  a  rate  investigation  without  definitely 
fixing  the  fair  value  of  the  property,  in  view  of  the  apparently  excel- 
lent condition  of  the  telephone  system.  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  369. 

67.  A  farpi  telephone  company,  on  an  application  for  an  increase 
in  rates,  was  ordered  to  set  aside  a  sum  amounting  approximately  to 
20  per  cent  of  its  gross  earnings  for  current  maintenance  and  deprecia- 
tion replacements.    Re  Lynch  Teleph.  Co.  (^eb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  64. 

68.  A  depreciation  annuity  of  $607  for  a  consolidated  telephone 
plant,  based  upon  a  4  per  cent  sinking-fund  method  with  annual  pay- 
ments and  rests  for  interest,  a  composite  life  of  16.4  years  and  a  pres- 
ent value  of  $16,800  was  held  necessary  to  comply  with  a  statute 
requiring  that  the  plant  shall  be  kept  in  a  state  of  efficiency  correspond- 
ing with  the  progress  of  the  industry.  Re  Western  Teleph.  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  290. 

69.  In  the  valuation  of  a  telephone  company  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, the  value  of  a  plant  costing  $23,541.72,  which  had  been  in  opera- 
tion a  little  over  six  months,  was  fixed  at  $22,750,  the  depreciation  on 
such  a  plant  beginning  at  the  moment  it  is  installed  and  put  into  opera- 
tion.   Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  516. 

(j)   Toll  bridge. 

70.  An  annual  allowance  of  $1,050  for  depreciation  was  made  In 
the  case  of  a  toll-bridge  property,  the  composite  life  of  which  was 
estimated  at  twenty-five  years,  and  the  present  value  of  which  was 
fixed  at  $23,831,  and  this  allowance  was  held  to  be  conservative 
when  consideration  was  given  to  the  fact  that  contingencies  and  losses 
due  to  extraordinary  causes  might  occur  at  any  time.  Gates  y.  Bridge- 
port Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  602. 

(1e)   Waterworhs. 

71.  A  proper  annual  depreciation  charge  for  a  waterworks  plant  was 
found  to  be  1  per  cent  of  its  present  value.  Re  Galveston  Waterworks 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915E,  27. 
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72.  The  Indiana  Commission  fixed  the  rate  of  depreciation  of  a 
municipal  water  plant  as  1  per  cent.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  661. 

73.  A  reasonable  sum  to  be  set  aside  for  the  depreciation  reserve  of 
a  water  company  was  held  to  be  1  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  assump* 
tion  that  the  fund  thus  created  would  be  properly  invested  and  the  ac- 
cruing interest  to  be  compounded  annually  or  at  shorter  intervals. 
Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  611. 

74.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  of 
a  waterworks  company,  an  allowance  of  1.6  per  cent  for  annual  depre- 
ciation was  held  to  be  ample.  Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest  Water  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

75.  An  annual  allowance  of  3  per  cent  of  the  value  new  of  the  de- 
preciable physical  properties  owned  by  a  water  company  was  made  in  a 
rate-making  proceeding  to  cover  future  depreciation.  Sandpoint  v. 
Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

2.  Of  particular  unita. 

(a)  Miscellaneoua. 

76.  An  electric  railway  compatiy  was  ordered  to  conform  its  deprecia- 
tion accounts  to  a  rate  of  3.34  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property  new  for 
"way  and  structure."  Re  Washington  &  M,  R.  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  558. 

77.  An  electric  railway  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its  deprecia- 
tion accounts  to  a  rate  of  4.25  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property  new  for 
"power  plant  equipment."  Re  Washington  &  M.  R.  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  558. 

(b)   Chroups  of  units. 

78.  A  taxicab  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its  depreciation  ac- 
counts to  a  rate  of  3  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property  new  for  'n>uilding8 
and  electrical  equipment  of  buildings."  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D. 
C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

79.  A  taxicab  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its  depreciation  ac- 
counts to  a  rate  of  7  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property  new  for  **offic« 
furniture  and  fixtures,  machine  shop,  tire  room,  and  miscellaneoua 
equipment."    Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

80.  An  auto-delivery  and  taxicab  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its 
depreciation  accoimt  to  a  rate  of  9.3  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property 
new  for  office  furniture  and  fixtures,  machine  shop,  tire  room,  and  mis* 
oellaneous  equipment.    Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

81.  The  rate  of  depreciation  for  motor  cabs  was  found  to  be  16.7 
per  cent  and  for  office  furniture  and  fixtures,  machine-shop  equipment, 
and  miscellaneous  equipment  of  a  taxicab  company,  9.5  per  cent,  such 
rates  to  be  based  on  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  of  the  property  on 
hand  at  the  time  of  the  valuation  and  on  the  original  cost  new  in  the 
case  of  property  acquired  thereafter.  Re  Barnett  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  6. 
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82.  A  proper  and  adequate  annual  rate  of  d^reciation  of  looomo- 
tiyes,  passenger  train  cars,  freight  train  cars,  and  work  equipment  can 
was  found  by  the  Philippine  Islands  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  be 
3  per  cent,  on  steamships  6i  per  cent,  on  steam  launches  15  per  cent,  on 
wooden  motor  launches  20  per  cent,  on  steel  motor  launches  16  per 
cent,  on  lighters  20  per  cen^  on  the  machinery  of  the  Pandaean  slip- 
way and  plant  9  per  cent;  and  on  the  Pandaean  slipway  20  per  cent,  of 
their  original  cost,  ledger  value,  or  purchase  price.  Re  Manila  E.  Co. 
(P.I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  711. 

(c)   Autoniohil€8» 

83.  A  value  of  $1,784  placed  upon  an  automobile  which  had  been 
used  for  three  years  and  which  cost  but  $1,800  was  held  too  high  by  at 
least  from  $1,000  to  $1,200.  Simms  Y.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

84.  An  auto-livery  and  taxicab  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its 
depreciation  account  to  a  rate  of  19.7  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property 
new  for  motor  cabs.    Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1. 

85.  A  taxicab  company  was  ordered  to  conform  its  depreciation  ac- 
counts to  a  rate  of  21i  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  property  new  for  ''motor 
cabs."    Be  Terminal  Taxicab  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916B,  546. 

(d)  Fans, 

86.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  for  the  purpose  of  obtain* 
ing  the  fair  value  of  a  waterworks  property  for  municipal  purchase, 
allowance  of  a  condition  of  50  per  cent  new  of  a  Sturdevant  fan  and 
engine  which  was  secondhand  at  the  time  of  installation,  and  which  had 
been  in  use  for  eleven  years,  was  held  to  be  ample.  Re  Janesville  Water 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

(e)  Mains  and  pipes, 

87.  In  estimating  the  accrued  depreciation  of  mains  of  sizes  smaller 
tiian  4  inches,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  fair  value  of  a  water- 
works property  for  municipal  purchase,  the  depreciation  was  placed  at 
50  per  cent  of  condition  new,  based  on  an  estimated  average  life  of  be- 
between  thirty  and  forty  years.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

88.  The  depreciated  condition  of  4-inch  cast-iron  water  mains  was 
placed  at  90  per  cent  of  value  new  in  a  valuation  of  the  waterworks 
property  for  municipal  purchase,  it  appearing  that  the  life  of  such 
mains  is  between  Afty  and  one  hundred  years,  and  that  the  depreciated 
condition  on  an  estimated  life  of  one  hundred  years  would  be  07  per 
cent  or  98  per  cent,  and  85  per  cent  on  a  life  of  fifty  years,  the  Commis- 
sion having  also  given  consideration  to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  im- 
mediate prospect  of  the  distribution  system  of  the  company  becoming 
inadequate.    Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 
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(t)  Bu/mpa. 

89.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing the  fair  value  of  a  waterworks  property  for  miinieipal  purchase,  de- 
preciation of  pumps  to  50  per  cent  of  condition  new  on  a  basis  of  a  40 
year  life;,  which  included  some  allowance  for  obsolescence,  was  held 
not  to  be  too  great  where  the  pumps  had  been  used  for  some  time.  Re 
Janesville  Water  Ck).  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

(g)  Reservoirs, 

90.  The  Commission  placed  a  present  value  of  $8,000  upon  a  water- 
works company's  reservoir,  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  which  was  esti- 
mated by  the  Commission's  engineers  at  $9,787,  the  present  value  at 
$6,753,  based  partly  upon  obsolescence  due  to  deterioration  of  ground 
waters  by  open  storage,  the  Commission,  in  fixing  such  valuation,  tak- 
ing into  consideration  the  facts  that  the  reservoir  valued  was  not  likely 
to  become  inadequate,  and  that  it  was  of  an  uneconomical  type  which 
could  be  replaced  by  modern  reservoir  for  about  the  same  amount  as 
would  be  required  to  reproduce  the  existing  reservoir.  Re  Janesville 
Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

c.  Intangibles, 

91.  In  computing  the  rate  of  depreciation  on  overheads,  it  la  ob- 
viously error  to  compute  it  at  the  same  rate  that  obtains  on  the  physi* 
cal  property.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  626. 

92.  A  rate  of  4  per  cent  of  depreciation  on  the  cost  of  installation 
of  meter  services  by  a  water  company  which  the  Commission  directed 
the  company  to  install  was  fixed  as  fair  and  equitable.  Arizona  Corp. 
Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  526. 

VII.  Funds. 

Appropriation  and  reserve  for,  not  to  be  carried  into  surplus,  see  Ac- 
counting, 14. 

Accrued  depreciation  to  be  transferred  from  surplus  accounts  to  de- 
preciation reserve,  see  Accounting,  16. 

93.  A  utilty  may  temporarily  use  the  depreciation  reserve  funds 
for  making  extensions,  but  the  amount  so  used  in  making  such  exten* 
sions  should  not  be  charged  to  the  depreciation  reserve  account.  Sand- 
point  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

94.  The  Or^on  Commission  will  allow  a  utility  which  is  required 
to  establish  a  depreciation  fund  to  exercise  a  primary  discretion  in 
the  manner  in  which  it  will  expend  or  invest  such  fimds,  but  will  require 
it  to  submit  to  the  Commission  for  approval  any  rules  whidi  it  may 
desire  to  adopt  for  such  purposes,  and  will  also  require  it  to  conform 
to  the  Commission's  uniform  system  of  accounting  in  recording  transac- 
tions concerning  any  portion  of  the  fund.    Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas 
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&  Electric  Co.    (Or.)    855;   La  Ora&de  Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern 
Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  909. 

95.  A  utility  desiring  to  reduce  its  fixed  charges  should  accomplish 
such  result  through  the  appropriation  of  surplus  or  through  refunding 
operations,  rather  than  through  the  appropriation  of  a  depreciation  re- 
serve.   Re  Bakersfield  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  618. 

96.  It  is  not  necessary  for  a  street  railroad  company  to  accumu- 
late a  depreciation  reserve  or  surplus  fund  equal  to  the  entire  amount 
of  a  depreciation  of  $110,000  as  compared  with  an  investment  of  $400,- 
000,  although  due  provision  should  be  made.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R. 
Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

97.  An  amount  expended  by  a  street  railway  company  out  of  sur- 
plus earnings  for  additions  and  improvements,  and  the  amoimt  of  a 
sinking  fund  set  aside  to  pay  outstanding  bonds,  were  held  in  effect 
equivalent  to  a  depreciation  reserve  fund,  so  long  as  the  amounts  were 
not  capitalized.  Re  Norfolk  &  B,  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
411. 

98.  The  Public  vUtilities  act  applicable  to  the  Philippine  Islands  re- 
quires the  public  utility  affected  to  conform  its  depreciation  accounts 
to  rates  fixed  by  the  Board,  and  to  set  aside  the  money  so  provided  out 
of  the  earnings,  and  to  carry  the  same  in  a  depreciation  fund,  the  in- 
come from  investments  of  moneys  in  such  funds  being  required  likewise 
to  be  carried  in  such  fund,  the  expenditure  of  this  fund  being  prohibit- 
ed except  for  depreciation,  improvements,  new  construction,  extensions, 
or  additions  to  the  property  of  the  utility.  Re  Manila  ^.  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.U.R.1915C.  711. 

99.  The  United  Railways  of  San  Francisco,  a  street  railway  enter- 
prise operating  under  limited  franchises  and  heavily  overburdened 
with  debt,  was  ordered  to  establish  from  its  earnings  an  annual  depre- 
ciation account  of  a  specified  amoimt  until  a  specified  date  or  until 
the  further  order  of  the  Commission,  a  portion  thereof  to  be  placed 
in  bank  to  be  expended  only  for  additions,  extensions,  and  improve- 
ments to  service  \mder  the  direction  of  the  Commission,  the  balance 
to  be  used  for  customary  purposes  to  which  depreciation  funds  are 
usually  employed.    Re  United  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  987. 

VIII.  Effect  of  accrued  depreciation  on  valuation, 

a.  In  general. 

Consideration  to  be  given  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  21. 
Right  to  fair  return  on  capital  invested  without  deduction  of  accrued 
depreciation,  see  Retubx,  103-105. 

100.  While  a  deduction  should  be  made  for  actual,  tangible  depre- 
ciation, in  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making 
purposes,  no  deduction  should  be  made  for  depreciation  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  plant  is  in  good  operating  condition  and  giving  as  good 
service  as  a  new  plant.  Murray  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1915F,  436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603,  150  Pac.  47). 

101.  A  loss  from  the  destruction  of  a  street  car  barn  and  rolling  stock 
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by  fire  and  the  yoluntary  sale  of  cars,  over  and  aJbove  the  accrued  dq>re< 
ciation,  should  be  deducted  in  determining  the  basis  of  a  fair  return.  Re 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

102.  Accrued  depreciation  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  fixii^ 
the  fair  present  value  of  property  for  rate-making  purposes.  Simms  v. 
Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

103.  Accrued  depreciation  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  de- 
termining the  present  value  of  the  property  of  a  public  service  corpo- 
ration in  a  rate  proceeding.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public 
Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

104.  Accrued  depreciation  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  a 
valuation  of  boilers  for  rate-making  purposes.  Commercial  Club  v. 
Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  1017. 

105.  While  there  may  be  a  serious  question  as  to  how  much  the  value 
of  the  property  of  a  public  service  corporation  has  been  decreased  by 
the  accrued  depreciation,  it  is  not  proper  to  consider  the  accrued  de« 
preciation  which  has  not  been  covered  by  replacements  actually  made 
in  arriving  at  "original  cost  to  date,"  or  actual  investment.  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017, 

106.  Accrued  depreciation  will  not  be  disregarded  in  the  valuation 
of  a  waterworks  property  for  municipal  purchase,  on  the  theory  tiiat 
the  plant  will  constitute  a  continuous  property  to  be  kept  up  from 
year  to  year  by  expenditures  for  maintenance.  Re  Janesvilie  Water 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

107.  No  allowance  will  be  made  for  past  depreciation  in  valuing  a 
water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  where  it  appears  that  it  is  in 
first-class  operating  condition,  without  any  actual  or  tangible  signs 
of  depreciation.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  L^ht  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

b.  Ratio  of  accrued  depreciation  to  cost  new, 

108.  An  electric  railroad  whose  present  value  retains  80  per  cent 
of  its  value  new  must  be  considered  in  a  first-class  condition  to  g^ve 
efficient  service.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Grays  Harbor  R.  & 
Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  518. 

c.  ProviMona  for  accrued  depreciation  not  provided  for. 

109.  The  amount  of  accrued  depreciation  in  a  plant  that  has  been 
built,  to  some  extent  at  least,  from  earnings,  and  in  fact  from  money 
which  should  have  been  charged  to  depreciation  reserve,  must  be  met 
by  further  capital  investment,  and  no  /part  of  it  can  be  Included  in  an 
initial  allowance  for  an  annual  depreciation  reserve.  Harris  v.  South 
Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

110.  The  accrued  depreciation  on  an  electric  plant  taken  over  by  a 
city  in  a  depreciated  condition,  with  no  depreciation  fund  transferred 
therewith,  should  not  be  met  out  of  operating  expenses,  but  by  adding 
a  portion  of  net  income  to  the  current  depreciation  fund,  and,  if  this 
provision  prove  insufficient,  by  a  bond  issue  to  cover  excess  require- 
ments. Re  Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  UtiUty  (WisO  P.U.R.1915B, 
524. 
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DEPBBCIATIOlf  BEBBRTS. 

See  Depbeciation,  93-99. 

DEPRESSED  BtTSINESS  COHDirXOHS. 

As  affecting  reasonableness  of  rates,  see  Rates,  09. 

DESK  TELEPHOIIES. 

Charge  for  changing  wall  telephone  to  desk  telephone,  see  Rates^ 
470. 

DESTROY. 

Permission  to  destroy  records,  see  Recobds,  6,  7* 

DETERIORATION. 

As  an  element  of  depreciation,  see  Depbbciation,  4,  5. 

DEVEItOPMENT. 

Of  community,  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness 

of  street  railway  rates,  see  Rates,  341. 
'Rigfit  of  a  utility  that  develops  a  community  to  share  increased 

earnings  resulting  therefrom,  see  Retubn,  118. 

DEVELOPMENT  COST. 

See  also  Goin  o  Value. 

Allowing  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  VALUATioir,  294>318. 

DIRECTORIES. 

Form  and  time  of  issue  of  telephone,  see  Sebvigb,  420-424. 
Liability  of  telephone  company  for  errors  in,  see  Service,  423. 

DIRECTORS. 

Different  rates  of  discount  in  favor  of,  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 

CBIMII7ATI0N,  80. 

Control  of  discretion  of  directors  as  to  the  extension  of  railway  serv- 
ice, see  Service,  20. 

DISCARDED  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  181-192. 

DISCONTINUANCE  OF  SERVICE. 

Discontinuance  of  service  amounting  to  an  abandonment,  see  Aban- 

doitment. 
To  delinquent  consumers,  see  Payment,  75-89. 
Right  to  cut  off  water  supply  from  a  double  house  where  all  the 

water  furnished  has  not  been  paid  for,  see  Payment,  89. 
Effect  of  delinquency  of  consumer  who  has  made  a  cash  deposit  to 

secure  payment,  see  Payment,  63. 
For  failur^io  make  cash  deposits  to  secure  payment,  see  Payment; 

49. 
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Rules  by  Oregon  Commiflsion  for  telephone  company  relative  to  dia* 

connection  of  service,  see  Payment,  8. 
Charge  for  disconnecting  telephone,  see  Payment,  98,  99. 
Reasonableness  of  charge  for  turning  on  water  that  had  been  shut 

off  because  of  nonpayment  of  bills,  see  Rates,  521-524. 
Turning  on  or  off  of  water,  see  Service,  434-439. 
Right  to  shut  off  water  from  consumers  who  habitually  furnish 

water  to  nonsubscribers,  see  Service,  446,  447. 
Right  to  cut  off  water  supply  for  failure  to  make  advance  payments, 

see  Service,  432. 

DISCOUITT. 

Discounts  in  connection  with  sale  of  security  issues,  tee  Bond  Dis- 

OOUNT. 

For  prompt  payment  for  service,  see  Payment,  29,  41. 

In  case  of  advance  payment,  see  Payment,  27. 

Rates  and  discount  to  be  plainly  stated  in  bills  for  service,  see 
Payment,  15. 

Discrimination  in  discount  offered  for  prompt  payment,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 219,  220. 

On  securities,  allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 96-103. 

DZSCBBnON. 

Review  by  court  of  order  constituting  abuse  of,  see  Appeal  and 

Review,  14. 
Power  of  courts  to  compel  performance  of  act  within  discretion  of 

Commission,  see  Courts,  3. 
Granting  or  withholding  approval  of  railroad  lease  as  discretionary, 

see  Courts,  3. 

DI8CRIMINATIOK. 

/.  In  general,  X,  2. 

II.  Jurisdiction,  pouters,  and  duUee  of  OonvmisHon,  8,  4, 
in.  Aa  to  rat09,  S^19». 

a.  In  general,  S'12. 

h.  Contracts  affording  discriminatory  rates,  18,  14. 

c.  Zone  rates,  15—17. 

d.  Bates  for  interstate  and  intrastate  traffic,  18^^22. 

e.  Bates  for  long  and  short  haulf  23^27. 

f.  Higher  charge  for  shorter  distance,  28^82. 

g.  Higher  charge  for  opposite  direction,  SS'-aS. 
h.  Bates  for  different  localities,  36^41. 

i.  Single  hUl  for  several  installations,  42^45. 

j.  Private  oumership  of  services,  46,  47, 

Ic  Concessions  to  classes  of  consumers,  48^116, 

1.  The  United  States,  48, 

2.  Municipalities,  49-62. 
a.  Public  Imildings,  63-66. 
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4.  Schools,  churches,  and  charitable  and  benevolent 

associations,  67-^76. 

5.  Public  officers,  77,  7S. 

e.  Employees  and  officers,  79—82. 
7.  Tenants,  S3, 

5.  Stockholders,  S4—99, 

9.  Owners  of  equipment,  100—106. 

10.  Public  stock  buyers,  107, 

11.  Large  consumers,   1  OS— 111, 

12.  Older  patrons,  112,  113, 

13.  Railroads   installing   telephones,    114^116, 
%•  Miscellaneous  discriminations,   117—192, 

1.  By  electric  companies,  117—120, 

2.  By  inclined  planes,  121, 

3.  By  intemrban  railways,  122—127, 

4.  By  irrigation  companies,  12S,  129, 

6.  Railroads,  130—146. 

(a)  In  general,  130— 13S. 

(b)  Rates  computed  in  multiples  of  5,  139-141. 

(c)  Switching  charges,   142-145. 

(d)  Dunnage,  146. 

6.  Street  railways,  147—149, 

7,  Telephones,  1S0—1S9. 

(a)  In  general,  160—166. 

(b)  Short  term  subscril>ers,  167. 

(c)  Toll  charges,   16S-173. 

(d)  Rates  for  switching  service,  174—179. 

(e)  Rates  to  rural  subscribers,  180—1S2. 

(f)  Business  and  residence  rates,  183—188. 

(g)  Single  and  party  line  rates^  189, 

8.  Warehouses,  190, 

9,  Water  companies,  191,  192. 
IV.  As  to  service,  193-213, 

a.  By  automobiles  dperated  as  common  emrierBf  198^ 

b.  By  interurban  railways,  194,  195. 

c.  By  irrigation  company,  196,  197, 

d.  By  natural  gas  companies,  198,  199. 

e.  By  railroad  companies,  200—206, 

1.  In  general,  200—202. 

2.  As  to  transfer  service,  203,  204, 

3.  As  to  use  of  terminal  facilities,  206,  206* 

f.  By  telegraph  companies,  207, 

g.  By  telephone  companies,  208—213. 

1,  In  general,  208,  209. 

2,  Furnishing  messengers,  210. 

3,  As  to  physical  connection,  211—213. 
V,  As  to  rules  governing  paym^ent,  214—224. 

a.  As  to  payments  in  advance,  214,  216. 

b.  As  to  deposits  for  security,  216—218, 
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V. — continued. 

o.  As  to  diaoounte  for  prompt  payment,  219,  220. 

d,  ABto  oharffing  long  dUtanee  memages  to  telephone  of 

point  of  origin,  221-^223. 

e.  As  to  pay  stations,  224. 
VI.  Remedies,  226,  220. 

yil.  Parties,  227. 
Tin.  Procedure,  228^230. 

I.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.IL1915F,  Appendix,  1066. 
Validity  of  statute  forbidding,  see  Constitutional  Law,  10. 
Excessive  penalties  for  impartial  enforcement  of  regulations  l^  telephone 

company,  see  CoNSTrnrnoNAL  Law,  26. 
Damages  for  unjust  discrimination  by  railroad,  see  Damages,  1. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to,  see  Evidence,  56. 
Limitation   of   actions   for,   under   interstate  commerce  act,   for,   see 

Ldoxation  of  Actions,  2-6. 
Sufficiency  of  allegation  as  to,  see  Pleading,  7. 

1.  A  telegraph  company  paying  to  hotels  and  store  keepers  a  com- 
mission on  messages  collected  by  them  from  patrons  and  delivered  to 
the  company  for  transmission  does  not  discriminate  against  a  com* 
petitor  in  refusing  to  pay  it  a  commission  on  any  similar  business 
delivered.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  863. 

2.  The  payment  by  a  telegraph  company  of  commissions  to  hotels 
and  store  keepers  on  messages  collected  by  them  from  patrons  and 
delivered  to  the  company  for  transmission  is  not  illegal  as  a  rebate  or 
departure  from  the  published  tariff,  where  the  hotels,  store  keepers, 
and  their  patrons  pay  the  full  tariff  rate  on  all  messages,  since  the 
commission  is  payment  for  service  as  agent.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  863. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission. 

To  repeal  or  to  declare  unconstitutional  a  statute  forbidding  discrimina- 
tion in  telephone  rates,  see  Commissions,  33. 

To  prevent  discrimination  by  street  railways  in  renting  special  cars 
to  scenic  railways,  see  Constitutional  Law,  41, 

To  remove  discrimination  in  stock  quotation  service,  see  Intebstate 
Commerce,  6. 

Franchise  ordinance  requiring  gas  company  to  furnish  free  service  to 
city  in  consideration' of  use  of  the  streets  as  interference  with  the 
power  of  the  Conunission  to  fix  rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  38. 

Presumption  of  authority  to  abrogate  contract  to  furnish  free  telephone 
rates  to  stockholders,  see  Evidence,  7. 

8.  The  Kentucky  Commission,  under  the  statute  entitled,  ''An  Act 
[Providing  for  the  Interchange  and  Transmission  of  Messages  between 
Telephone  Companies,"  is  without  Jurisdiction  to  enter  an  order  re- 
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quiring  a  receiving  exchange  to  remove  discrimination  as  betweea  origi- 
nating exchanges  with  which  physical  coimection  exists,  but  the  Ck>m* 
mission  has  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  the  rates  and  toUs  charged 
by  the  receiving  exchange  for  handling  messages  over  its  lines  are  un- 
just and  unreasonable.  Glasgow  Home  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Gainesboro  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ky.)  P.U.R.1916D,  461. 

4.  The  Indiana  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter 
of  a  complaint  that  a  railroad  company  is  guilty  of  unreasonable  dis- 
crimination in  granting  an  exclusive  privilege  of  transferring  baggage 
and  passengers,  although  it  has  no  power  to  make  an  order  in  the 
proceeding  that  would  be  binding,  unless  followed  by  a  suit  in  court 
to  compel  its  fulfilment.  Steelman  v.  Chicago  &  £.  I.  R.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  959. 

III.  As  to  rates, 

a.  In  general. 

Consideration  of  comparison  of  rates  as  showing,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 31. 

5.  Water  consumers  with  identical  service  requirements  should  be 
charged  at  the  same  rate.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  ▼.  Morenci  Water 
Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  626. 

6.  The  practice  of  a  waterworks  company  in  furnishing  free  service 
to  certain  consumers  was  ordered  discontinued  as  discriminatory.  Re 
Galveston  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  27. 

7.  Telephone  companies  are  forbidden  to  furnish  free  service  under 
the  laws  of  South  Dakota.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R 
1916D,  1054. 

8.  Free  service  is  opposed  to  the  general  policy  of  all  regulatory 
legislation,  and  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the  public  service  law  of 
Kansas.  Melvern  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Carbondale  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R 
1916B,  216. 

9.  Special  rates  should  be  discontinued  so  that  what  is  offered  to 
any  one  customer  shall  be  open  to  all  who  desire  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  company's  terms  and  who  seek  the  company's  service  under  like  con- 
ditions.   Milford  Electric  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  577. 

10.  A  city  operating  its  own  electric  plant  was  ordered  to  meter  aU 
customers  except  those  having  three  lights  or  less,  and  to  charge  all 
unmetered  customers  according  to  its  established  flat  rates  in  order  to 
eliminate  indefiniteness  and  discrimination  in  its  existing  rates.  Re 
Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  524. 

11.  Under  the  Maine  statutes  no  person  may  be  given  a  reduced  rate 
for  electricity  merely  to  induce  him  to  use  the  current  or  to  prevent 
him  from  generating  his  own  power.  Re  Rumford  'Falls  Light  &  Water 
Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  680. 

12.  In  order  to  avoid  discrimination  each  customer  of  a  gas  company 
should  pay  at  least  the  amount  of  expenses  of  the  company  per  annum 
which  are  proportionate  to  the  number  of  customers,  and  in  addition 
thereto  eadi  customer,  including  the  customer  who  has  the  smallest 
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meter  in  use,  should  pay  the  amount  of  the  demand  unit,  in  order  to 
bear  his  share  of  the  fixed  expenses.  In  re  Wildwood,  A«  &  H.  B.  Gas 
Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  342. 

b.  Contracts  affording  discriminatory  rates. 

Statute  forbidding  discrimination  in  telephcme  rates  as  impairing  obliga- 
tion of  contract  guarantying  free  service  to  stockholders,  see  Con* 
STrrunoNAL  Law,  43. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  contract  to  provide  free  telephone  lervice 
to  stockholders,  see  Contracts,  !• 

13.  A  contract  executed  upon  the  sale  of  a  telephone  system  guaran- 
tying free  service  to  stockholders  of  the  vendor  cannot  be  said  to  be 
abrogated  by  a  subsequent  contract  withdrawing  such  privilege,  since 
the  prior  contract,  being  unjustly  discriminatory,  had  no  legal  incep- 
tion. Knott  V.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJCIQISE, 
963. 

14.  A  contract  by  which  an  electric  utility  agrees  to  supply  a  cus- 
tomer with  a  large  portion  of  its  product  at  excessively  low  rates 
will  not  be  declared  void  on  the  theory  that  such  rates  are  discrimina- 
tory as  against  other  customers  who  must  pay  higher  rates  in  order 
to  insure  a  reasonable  return,  where  the  contract  was  entered  into 
prior  to  April  1,  1907.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
652. 

o.  Zone  rates, 

15.  The  fact  that  the  dividing  line  between  two  contiguous  zones  is* 
farther  from  a  business  point  near  the  remote  limit  of  one  zone- than 
from  a  business  point  in  the  middle  of  the  other  does  not  constitute 
discrimination.  Peaslee  v.  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  594. 

16.  A  zone  limit  on  an  electric  railway  will  not  be  ordered  changed 
merely  because  persons  living  just  outside  the  limit  must  pay  two 
fares  to  reach  some  point  in  the  adjoining  zone,  while  a  person  might 
travel  a  greater  distance  entirely  within  a  single  zone  for  a  single  fare, 
where  no  complaint  is  made  of  the  fare  charged  for  the  entire  line,  nor 
of  the  pumber  of  zones  into  which  the  line  is  divided,  nor  of  the  zone 
system  of  fixing  fares.  Peaslee  v.  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light 
Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  594. 

17.  A  street  railway  company  was  authorized  to  obtain  additional 
revenue  by  making  an  additional  fare  zone  and  reducing  the  unit  fare 
from  6  to  5  cents  in  the  shorter  zones,  rather  than  to  increase  the  imit 
from  6  to  8  cents  without  making  any  change  in  the  zones,  on  the  theory 
that  an  increase  in  traffic  would  result  from  the  new  schedule,  and  ob- 
jection that  the  8  cent  imit  would  be  so  high  as  to  unjustly  discrimi- 
nate against  short-haul  passengers  in  a  zone  would  be  obviated.  Re 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

d.  Bates  for  interstate  and  intrastate  traffic, 

18.  The  maintenance  of  a  charge  of  $5  a  day  for  reicing  refrigerator 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 9. 
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cars  detained  through  failure  of  the  shipper,  on  intrastate  shipments, 
and  a  charge  of  $10  a  day  for  the  same  service  on  interstate  shipments^ 
is  a  discrimination  which  should  be  removed  by  raising  the  lower  charge 
on  intrastate  shipments,  where  it  is  shown  that  such  latter  charge  does 
not  cover  the  actual  cost  of  rendering  the  service.  Re  Southern  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  860. 

19.  Intrastate  shippers  are  entitled  to  transit  privileges  in  the 
marketing  of  poultry  and  stock  food  where  such  privileges  are  accorded 
to  interstate  shippers.  Oklahoma  Millers*  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  885. 

20.  Intrastate  transit  privileges  were  established  for  poultry  and 
stock  food  similar  to  the  regulations  applying  to  interstate,  but  with  an 
increase  from  20  to  33 1  in  the  percentage  of  ingredients  other  than 
grain,  seed^.  ^.Ifalfa  hay,  and  products  thereof  which  shall  be  per- 
mitted in  the  mixture  upon  which  transit  privileges  were  to  apply.  Okla- 
homa Millers*  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
885. 

21.  The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  which  maintains  an  interstate 
rate  on  poultry  and  stock  food  on  the  corn  basis,  and  intrastate 
rates  on  the  same  products  on  the  wheat  basis,  intends  to  advance 
the  interstate  rates  some  time  in  the  near  future,  and  to  establish 
the  intrastate  rate  on  the  same  basis,  is  no  defense  to  a  proceeding 
for  the  adjustment  of  present  rates  on  such  products,  on  the  ground 
that  they  are  unreasonable  and  discriminatory.  Oklahoma  Millers'  Asso. 
V.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  885. 

22.  The  intrastate  classification  of  poultry  and  stock  food  for  rate 
purpoaes  was  made  to  c<Miform  to  the  interstate  classification  of  the  aame 
products,  by  changing  from  wheat  rate  basis  to  the  corn  rate  basis, 
where  it  appeared  that  under  the  existing  discriminatory  rates  Okla- 
homa producers  were  unable  to  compete  with  interstate  business. 
Oklahoma  Millers'  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJL 
1915A,  885. 

e.  Bates  for  long  and  short  haul, 

23.  Discrimination  is  not  shown  because  of  the  fact  that  intersta- 
tion  commutation  rates  between  certain  points  on  one  line  of  a  rail- 
road are  lower  than  interstation  commutation  rates  for  similar  dis- 
tances on  another  line,  where  it  appears  tiiat  this  is  the  result  of  a 
lower  wholesale  rate  to  and  from  a  large  city,  and  the  long  and  short 
haul  clause  of  the  Constitution  forbidding  a  higher  rate  for  the  short- 
er or  interstation  distances  than  for  the  longer  or  wholesale  rate  dis- 
tances which  include  the  interstation  points.  San  Mateo  County  De- 
velopment Asso.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

24.  The  exaction  by  a  carrier  of  a  greater  through  fare  for  trans- 
portation between  two  points  on  its  railroad  than  the  sum  of  the  in- 
termediate local  fares  exacted  for  transportation  between  the  same 
points  is  an  unlawful  discrimination  against  the  passenger  paying 
the  through  fare,  in  favor  of  the  passenger  paying  the  intermediate 
local  fares.    Railroad  Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

25.  A  method  of  computing  railroad  rates  by  which  the  entire  dis- 
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tance  between  two  points,  one  of  which  was  within  a  lower  rate  zone, 
was  figured  at  the  higher  mileage  rate  applying  outside  that  zone,  was 
disallowed  for  the  reason  that  the  through  rate  was  thus  made  higher 
than  the  sum  of  the  intermediate  local  rates.  Bailroad  Passenger  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

26.  Railroads  operating  between  stations  in  Nebraska  cannot  apply  to 
shipments  from  intermediate  points  in  the  state,  the  rates  imder  the 
tariff  in  general  order  No.  19  of  the  Nebraska  Railway  Commission, 
which  requires  carriers  to  apply  the  distance  schedule  of  rates  on  traffic 
moving  between  stations  in  the  state  e^ccept  as  provided  by  certain  rules, 
when  the  application  of  the  terminal  rates  imder  the  long  and  short 
haul  clause  of  the  Railway  Commission  act  will  make  a  lower  rate.  Re 
Investigation  of  Rates  &  Charges  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  65. 

27.  Railroad  companies  were  ordered  to  refund  to  a  shipper  the  dif- 
ference between  a  rate  that  had  been  collected  on  a  shipment  of  oak 
lumber  and  a  lesser  rate  of  the  same  companies  which  was  in  effect  at 
the  time,  upon  the  same  commodity,  for  a  greater  distance,  over  the 
same  route  and  in  the  same  direction.  Naber  y.  Norfolk  A  W.  R.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  481. 

/.  Higher  charge  for  shorter  distance* 

28.  The  same  commodity  rate  for  a  short  haul  as  for  a  long  haul 
was  held  discriminatory,  although  the  mountainous  character  of  the 
short-haul  territory  relatively  increased  the  cost  of  such  service,  where 
such  additional  cost  was  less  than  the  difference  in  rates  that  should 
exist  betwen  the  long  and  the  short  haul.  Colbum  v.  Florence  k  C.  C. 
R.  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1915E,  664. 

29.  The  Commission  will  not  reduce,  as  unreasonable  or  excessive, 
intermediate  point  rates  which  are  higher  than  through  rates  based 
upon  water  competition,  where  such  intermediate  rates  do  not  yield 
more  than  their  fair  share  of  the  cost  of  transportation  or  service  in- 
volved, and  where  no  unjust  discrimination  is  found.  Mason-Donaldson 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Qo.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  149. 

30.  A  proposed  increase  of  street  ear  fares  which  will  not  result  in 
excessive  or  unreasonable  profits  to  the  company  will  not  be  approved 
if  the  fares  unjustly  discriminate  against  short-haul  passengers.  Re 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

31.  A  flat  street  car  fara  for  a  ride  of  any  distanee  in  a  particular 
sone  does  not  unjustly  discriminate  against  short-haul  passengers  sa 
long  as  the  unit  of  fare  is  not  unduly  high.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

32.  A  contract  between  two  telephone  companies  which  provides 
that  messages  will  be  handled  between  their  exchanges  on  a  so-called 
free  basis,  whereas  a  toll  charge  is  made  to  another  company  for  mes< 
sages  between  intermediate  points  on  the  same  lines,  is  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  {  40,  article  IV.,  of  an  act  to  provide  for  the  regulation  of 
public  utilities,  forbidding  a  greater  charge  for  a  telephone  message 
for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance.  ,Re  Western  Illinois  Teleph.  Co.. 
(lU.)  P.U.R.1915F,  43. 
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g.  Higher  charge  for  opposite  direction. 

33.  It  is  a  violation  of  rule  13  of  the  Louisiana  Commission,  pro- 
viding that  '*the  rates  prescribed  by  the  Commission  shall  (except  in 
cases  specified)  apply  in  either  direction/'  to  charge  a  higher  rate  for 
transportation  of  freight  in  one  direction  than  is  applicable  in  the 
opposite  direction,  although  such  higher  rate  appears  in  a  duly  filed 
and  authorized  tariff.  Parlin  k  0.  Co.  v.'  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  460. 

34.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  permitting  or  exacting  a  charge  in  addition  to  a  statutory  terminal 
fee  for  the  delivery  of  toll  messages  to  rural  lines,  on  the  ground  that 
it  would  make  a^jdifferent  rate  for  a  message  in  one  direction  from 
that  in  the  other.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

35.  The  practice  of  an  inclined-plane  company  of  charging  more  for 
the  "up**  than  for  the  "down**  trip  was  held  reasonable,  since  the  serv- 
ice performed  is  more  valuable  and  is  rendered  at  greater  expense.  Geer 
V.  Cambria  Inclined-Plane  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  88. 

h.  Rates  for  different  localities. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to,  by  showing  an  unexplained  dif- 
ference in  passenger  rates  between  main  and  branch  lines  of  a  rail- 
road, see  Evidence,  5. 

36.  An  electric  utility,  in  furnishing  power  to  one  locality  at  such  a 
reduced  rate  that  it  receives  less  than  the  price  it  paid  for  the  current, 
violates  {  12  of  article  14  of  the  Arizona  Constitution,  prohibiting  dis- 
crimination in  charges,  service,  or  facilities,  although  a  contract  with 
the  locality  requires  such  rate.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  0>. 
(Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

37.  A  rate  for  electricity  lower  in  one  city  than  the  rate  of  the  same 
company  for  the  same  service  in  a  neighboring  city,  although  estab^ 
lished  to  meet  sudden  competition  with  a  mimicipal  plant  in  the  first- 
mentioned  city,  is  nevertheless  unjustly  discriminatory  and  constitutes 
an  undue  preference  where  the  lower  rates  are  remunerative  and  rea- 
sonable in  and  of  themselves.  La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern 
Oregon  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  909. 

38.  A  published  tariff  under  which  rates  from  a  certain  point  were 
to ,  apply  only  on  shipments  originating  at  such  point,  and  not  on 
trafiic  coming  from  points  beyond,  was  held  to  be  unjust,  unreasonable^ 
and  discriminatory;  it  not  being  the  province  of  the  carrier  to  differ- 
entiate the  shipments  or  commodities  according  to  their  places  of  origin, 
or  to  endeavor  to  distribute  profits,  even  justly  between  rival  manu- 
facturers, but  to  carry  at  proper  and  reasonable  rates  all  lawful  freight 
which  may  be  presented.  Adrian  Furnace  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  883. 

39.  A  public  service  company  is  not  justified  in  charging  more  or 
less  in  one  part  of  its  territory  than  it  charges  in  another  similar  terri- 
tory for  a  similar  character  of  service,  under  similar  circumstances.  Re 
Rockland  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  683. 

40.  The  establishment  of  larger   5-cent  zones  in  one  of  two  non- 
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contiguous  cities  in  which  the  termini  of  an  electric  railway  are  lo- 
cated does  not  show  discrimination,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
the  service  rendered  in  one  is  suflSciently  low  to  shift  upon  the  other 
more  than  its  fair  share  of  the  maintenance  of  the  system,  or  to  in- 
duce patronage  to  one  city  which  otherwise  would  go  to  the  other.  Peas- 
lee  V.  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Me.)  P.U:R.1915B,  594. 

41.  A  telephone  company  has  no  right  to  charge  subscribers  in  one 
locality  unreasonably  low  rates,  and  to  recoup  losses  resulting  there- 
from, by  charging  subscribers  in  other  localities  unreasonably  high  rates. 
Home  Teleph.  k  Tel^.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  k  Tel^.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  687. 

i.  Single  hUl  for  several  installations, 

42.  An  electric  utility  whose  tariff  provides  lower  rates  as  the  quan- 
tity consumed  increases  cannot  contract  with  a  single  consumer  desir« 
ing  to  be  served  in  different  localities,  that  a  single  bill  should  be  ren- 
dered for  the  aggr^ate  quantity  constuned  so  as  to  entitle  such  con- 
sumer to  the  lower  rates.  Re  Oregon  Power  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
694. 

43.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  natural  gas,  public 
school  buildings  should  not  be  considered  as  one  installation  and 
diarged  on  a  one  meter  basis  for  all  the  schools  in  the  district,  since  this 
would  amount  to  discrimination.  Board  of  Education  v.  Guthrie  Gas- 
light Fuel  &  Improv.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  177. 

44.  Merely  because  a  hotel  company  owns  and  operates  two  hotels 
does  not  entitle  it  to  rates  for  electricity  upon  the  basis  of  one  read- 
ing the  meters  in  both  hotels,  where  the  buildings  and  service  were 
entirely  separate  and  required  two  meters  and  two  transformers,  and 
the  establishmait  of  such  a  rule  would  reduce  the  income  of  the  com- 
pany below  the  fair  return  theretofore  allowed  by  the  Commission.  Do- 
minion Hotel  Co.  V.  Globe  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  306. 

45.  An  electrical  utility  delivering  current  at  a  single  point  for 
several  plants  operated  under  one  management  was  required  to  make 
the  reading  of  the  amount  consumed  as  of  a  single  meter  so  that  by  a 
consolidation  of  the  amounts  of  current  the  consumer  will  obtain  the 
benefit  of  the  lower  rate  for  large  consumption.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P,U.R.1916F,  692. 

j.  Private  ownership  of  services, 

46.  Under  the  Indiana  public  utilities  act  the  private  ownership  of 
water  meters  is  discriminatory.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
661. 

47.  The  practice  of  providing  certain  municipal  plant  electric  power 
users  with  free  motors  should  be  discontinued  as  discriminatory.  Re 
Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  524. 

le.  Concessions  to  classes  of  oonswners. 

Abstract  of  cases  of  dealings  with  free  or  deduced  rates  generally,  P.UJR. 
1915E,  060. 
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1.  The  United  States. 

48.  Rates  for  water  fumicdied  to  a  United  States  government  mili- 
tary reservation  at  6  cents  per  thousand  gallons  are  unreasonable  and 
discriminatory,  where  it  appears  that  the  expense  of  the  service  appor- 
tioned according  to  the  number  of  gallons  pumped  for  sale  amounts  to 
8  cents  per  thousand  gallons,  and  where  if  additional  revenue,  which 
the  company  claims  is  necessary  to  put  its  property  upon  a  paying 
basis,  is  taken  into  consideration,  the  cost  of  supplying  water  actually 
sold  would  be  more  than  12  cents  per  thousand  gallons.  Leavenworth  v. 
Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

2,  Municipalities, 

49.  A  telephone  company  was  directed  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  granting  free  or  reduced  rates  to  lodges,  clubs,  and  fraternal  organi- 
zations, and  permitted  to  continue  the  practice  of  granting  speaial  rates 
to  clergymen,  firemen,  and  the  departments  of  the  municipal  govern- 
ment, where  the  Public  Utilities  act  provided  that  public  utilities,  other 
than  common  carriers,  may  grant  free  or  reduced  rate  service  to  the 
Federal  and  state  governments  and  the  political  subdivisions  thereof, 
including  the  departments  thereof,  public  institutions,  fairs,  and  other 
public  expositions  and  celebrations,  charities,  and  employees.  Corona 
V.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014. 

50.  It  is  not  unlawful  for  a  telephone  company  to  furnish  free  serv- 
ice to  a  city  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  ordinance  giving  the 
company  the  right  to  use  the  streets  and  alleys  of  the  city.  Re  Abingdon 
Home  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  345. 

51.  Under  a  prior  ruling  of  the  Commission,  that  franchise  provisions 
for  the  furnishing  of  free  service  to  a  municipality  shall  be  observed 
by  the  public  utility  until  otherwise  ordered,  and  that  the  right  to  dis- 
regard such  franchise  provisions  in  any  consideration  and  determination 
of  the  utility's  rates  and  charges  shall  be  reserved,  free  telephone  s^vice 
to  the  city  was  ordered  discontinued.  Re  Abingdon  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  29. 

52.  It  would  be  a  discrimination  to  require  a  telephone  company  to 
furnish  free  service  to  a  city  and  its  public  schools  in  the  absence  of 
any  provision  for  such  service  in  any  franehises  granted  to  the  com- 
pany by  the  city.  Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
366. 

52a.  The  New  Mexico  State  Corporation  Commission  cannot  compel 
free  telephone  service  for  mimicipalities,  since  a  momicipality  should 
bear  its  just  proportion  for  any  service  required  of  any  individual  or 
corporation.  Farraington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Moimtain  States 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1915F,  625. 

53.  Free  telephone  service  for  an  extended  period  under  an  imau- 
thorized  contract  between  a  city  and  a  public  service  company  is  illegal. 
Tempo  V.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
716. 

54.  Under  the  construction  of  the  New  Jersey  Public  Utility  statute, 
%  18,  subdiv.  "B"   (Public  Laws  1911,  p.  381),  by  the  supreme  court 
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<»f  New  Jersey,  forbidding  the  making  or  giving  of  any  undue  or  im- 
reaaonable  preference  to  any  corporation  or  locality,  the  Board  of  Pub- 
lic Utility  Ck>mmi8sioners  will  refuse  its  approval  of  a  franchise  ordi- 
nance to  a  telephone  company  containing  a  provision  for  free  service 
to  the  municipality.  Re  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
287. 

55.  The  New  Jersey  Public  Utilities  Commission  will  not  approve 
an  ordinance  authorizing  a  telephone  company  to  use  the  streets  of  a 
city,  where  the  utility  has  agreed  in  consideration  of  the  enactment 
of  the  ordinance  to  furnish  free  service  to  the  city  from  telephones  in- 
stalled for  its  use.  Re  Delaware  &  A.  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.  1915F,  358. 

56.  The  furnishing  of  "free  gas"  to  cities  in  consideration  for  the 
use  of  streets  in  compliance  with  terms  of  ordinances  is  a  species  of 
patent  discrimination  against  those  consumers  who  are  required  to  pay 
scheduled  prices,  and  it  should,  therefore,  be  promptly  discontinued. 
Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

5-7.  A  city  operating  its  own  water  plant  or  electric  plant  should  pay 
the  utility  at  a  reasonable  rate  for  service  rendered  the  city,  and  the 
utility  should  pay  the  city  a  reasonable  amoimt  as  taxes  and  as  interest 
on  the  city  equity  in  the  property  of  the  utility,  in  order  to  avoid  un- 
just discrimination  in  favor  of  either  the  taxpayers  or  the  consumers. 
Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

58.  The  furnishing  of  free  water  to  a  city  for  fire  protection  pur- 
poses imposes  an  unjust  burden  upon  the  consumers  who  must  pay 
through  their  rates  for  water  used  by  the  city.  Hollister  v.  Hollister 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  626. 

59.  An  increased  rate  for  water  for  city  fire  protection  was  recom- 
mended where  the  investment  for  hydrants,  enlarged  mains,  and  the  ad- 
ditional property  and  expense  necessary  to  maintain  an  adequate  pres- 
sure for  fire  purposes,  demanded  a  higher  gross  return  to  avoid  dis- 
crimination against  other  classes  of  service.  Re  Bound  Brook  Water 
Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 

60.  Under  §  32  of  chapter  12  of  the  Maine  Public  Laws  of  1913  as 
amended  by  J  3  of  chapter  347  of  the  Laws  of  1915,  the  Commission 
has  power  to  approve  a  contract  between  a  public  service  corporation 
and  a  municipality  to  furnish  electric  current  for  street  lighting  at  a 
rate  less  than  the  domestic  light  rate  named  in  its  schedule.  Re  Rum- 
ford  Falls  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Me.)   P.U.R.1915E,  680. 

61.  The  Maine  Commission  will  approve  a  contract  for  reduced  rates 
to  a  municipality  for  street  lighting  for  a  definite  term  so  long  as  the 
price  is  sufficient  to  return  some  profit  to  the  utility,  and  is  open  as 
long  as  the  utility  has  surplus  current  to  supply,  without  injury,  to 
the  general  public  dependent  upon  it;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
imit  required  is  large,  or  the  character  of  its  use  confined  to  few  cus- 
tomers.   Re  Rumford  Falls  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  630. 

62.  The  Maine  statute  presupposes,  upon  the  approval  by  the  Com- 
mission of  a  contract  between  a  public  utility  and  a  municipality  for 
a  reduced  rate  for  street  lighting,  the  filing  of  an  open  rate  similar 
to  that  upon  which  the  contract  is  based,  so  that  other  applicants  for 
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the  same  service  of  the  same  character  may  know  what  thej  are  entitM 
to.    Be  Rumford  FaUs  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  680. 

S.  BtibUo  huilding9. 

63.  Whether  or  not  public  buildings  should  be  granted  a  lower  rate 
for  natural  gas  than  other  consumers  is,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  a 
matter  that  should  be  determined  by  the  Commission  under  the  facts 
and  circumstances  in  each  case,  and  the  decision  ii^  one  case  should  not 
be  taken  as  a  precedent  for  another.  Board  of  Education  v.  Guthrie 
Gaslight,  Fuel  &  Improy.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  177. 

64.  The  charges  for  natural  gas  for  public  buildings  must  be  paid 
by  the  public  in  proportion  to  each  indiyiduaPs  taxable  values,  and  the 
Commission  will  in  no  case  lower  rates  on  public  buildings  if  it  has 
the  effect  of  increasing  rates  to  domestic  consumers.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion y.  Guthrie  Gaslight,  Fuel  &  Improv.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  177. 

65.  A  contract  whereby  an  electric  utility  agreed  to  light  certain 
municipal  buildings  and  offices  free  of  charge  shows  upon  its  face, 
without  any  extensive  evidence,  that  it  gives  to  the  city  an  undue  and 
unreasonable  preference  or  advantage,  within  the  inhibition  of  the 
New  Jersey  public  utility  act.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v.  Public 
Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  229   (S.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  128,  93  Atl.  707). 

66.  A  telephone  company  is  not  entitled  to  charge  a  higher  flat  or 
unlimited  message  rate  for  telephones  in  public  buildings  than  for  or- 
dinary business  telephones,  although  the  former  is  ordinarily  used  more 
frequently  than  the  latter.  Re  Citizens'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R 
1915C,  99. 

4.  Schools,  churcheSf  and  charitable  and  benevolent 
aaaoctations. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  free  and  reduced  rates  for  charitable  in- 
stitutions, P.U.R.1916A,  138,  618;  P.U.R.1916E,  960. 

67.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  in  order  to  obtain  the  rate 
allowed  charitable  and  public  institutions,  the  applicant  must  occupy 
the  entire  premises  and  use  the  service  exclusively  for  the  purpose  in- 
tended, and  fiu>nish  a  written  guaranty  to  that  effect  when  required,  it 
being  understood  that  no  joint-user  rate  will  be  allowed  on  this  class  of 
service,  was  approved.  In  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  359. 

68.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  charitable  institution,  public 
and  parochial  schools,  armory,  public  library,  churches,  and  fraternal 

'societies  shall  be  classed  as  and  carry  rates  and  privileges  of  individual 
line  residences,  except  as  to  joint-user  privileges,  was  approved.  In  Re 
Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.i915A,  359. 

69.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  give  free  transportation 
and  reduced  rates  transportation  to  the  employees  and  inmates  of  cer- 
tain benevolent  and  charitable  organizations,  under  the  Maine  public 
utility  statute,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  kind  of  transportation  re- 
quested had  theretofore  been  granted,  and  that  plans  had  been  made 
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bj  parties  affected,  anticipating  that  there  would  be  no  ehange.    In  Be 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  135. 

70.  A  light  and  water  company  was  allowed  to  grant  reduced  rates 
to  certain  churches,  chapels,  missions,  libraries,  and  a  mechanics  insti- 
tute under  provision  of  the  utilities  act  permitting  reduced  rates  for 
charitable  and  benevolent  purposes.  Re  Rumford  Falls  Light  &  Water 
Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  616. 

71.  Reduced  rates  cannot  be  granted  to  public  schools  under  the 
Maine  utilities  act  which  allows  reduced  rates  for  charitable  and  benev- 
olent purposes.  Re  Rumford  Falls  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  616. 

72.  A  railroad  company  was  permitted  to  grant  reduced  rates  for 
transportation  to  the  general  public  desiring  to  attend  a  public  music- 
al  festival  consisting  largely  of  chorus  singing,  and  a  less  rate  to 
members  of  the  chorus,  upon  the  groimd  that  the  festival,  with  Its 
incident  instruction  to  the  chorus  and  its  performance  before  the  pub- 
lic, is  educational,  and  hence  a  "charity  or  benevolence"  within  the 
provisions  of  the  utility  act,  permitting  reduced  rates.  Re  Maine  C. 
R.  Co.   (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  957. 

73.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  grant  reduced  rates  to  the 
€k>od  Samaritan  Home  at  Bangor,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  benevolent 
and  charitable  organization  under  the  public  utility  statute.  In  Re 
Bangor  Gaslight  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  134. 

74.  Free  transportation  to  members  of  the  staff  of  the  Maine  Agri- 
cultural Experiment  Station  cannot  be  granted,  on  the  ground  that  the 
institution  is  established  under  state  and  Federal  laws,  and  is  supported 
by  state  and  Federal  aid,  since  the  Maine  public  utility  law  prohibits 
the  granting  thereof;  the  proviso  in  said  law  that  it  shall  not  be  con- 
strued to  prohibit  free  transportation  as  defined  by  the'  interstate  com- 
merce act  not  being  applicable.  Re  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
135. 

75.  In  establishing  a  schedule  of  rates  to  be  charged  by  a  mu- 
nicipality operating  a  water  plant,  the  Indiana  Commission  provided 
rates  for  all  public,  parochial  or  private  schools  and  chiurches,  county 
courthouse  and  jail,  considerably  below  that  charged  to  other  consum- 
ers.   Apple  V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

76.  A  water  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  its  practice  of 
furnishing  free  service  to  a  city  and  its  schools,  on  the  ground  that 
such  service  is  unreasonable  and  discriminatory;  and  to  meter  all 
water  used  for  such  purposes,  and  to  charge  the  same  rates  for  it, 
imposed  upon  other  users  of  like  class  and  quantity.  Leavenworth  v. 
Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

5.  Public  offloers. 

77.  The  laws  of  Indiana  prohibit  the  issuing  of  free  transportation  to 
members  of  a  fire  department  merely  because  th^  are  such.  Re  Fire 
Dept.  (Ind.)  P.UJt.l916A,  538. 

78.  All  free  and  reduced  rate  telephone  service  to  public  officers,  and 
officers  in  the  various  municipalities,  is  forbidden  by  conference  ruling 
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No.  13  of  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Commission.    Re  Tampioo  Farm- 
ers Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  .(111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  24. 

6.  Employees  and  ofJUcerm. 

79.  The  employees  of  a  public  service  corporation  should  be  on  the 
same  footing  as  the  public  as  to  prices  for  gas  purchased.  Re  Lawrence 
Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  814. 

80.  The  practice  of  allowing  directors,  officers,  and  employees  dif- 
ferent rates  of  discount  than  are  allowed  other  purchasers  of  electric 
current  is  illegal,  and,  where  offered  in  favor  of  officers,  cannot  be  justi- 
fied on  the  ground  that  they  receive  no  salary  or  other  compensation. 
Re  Farmingdale  Lighting  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  515. 

81.  Failure  to  charge  for  water  furnished  to  employees  in  their  cot- 
tages and  for  water  used  to  operate  a  turbo-electric  system  for  lighting 
the  water  plant  and  cottages  of  employees  constitutes  discrimination. 
Arizona  Corp.  Conmiission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
525. 

82.  Current  furnished  by  an  electric  company  to  a  coal  .company 
with  the  same  ownership,  control,  and  management,  should  be  metered 
and  charged  for  at  the  regular  schedule  of  rates.  Weaver  v.  Kirksville 
Light,  Power  &  Ice  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  114. 

7.  Tenants* 

Furnishing  free  water  to  tenants  of  company  as  preventing  increase  of 
rates,  see  Rates,  485. 

83.  The  furnishing  by  a  water  company  of  free  service  to  tenants  in 
buildings  belonging  to  the  utility  is  discriminatory  and  a  violation  of 
the  West  Virginia  statute  (Laws  1913,  chap.  9,  §§  6,  7;  Laws  1916, 
chap.  8).    Re  Gassaway  Development  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915D,  551. 

S,  Stockholders. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  change  in  telephone  rates  to  eliminate 
discrimination  in  favor  of  stockholders,  P.U.R.1915A,  34,  929; 
P.U.R.1916B,  362;  P.U.R.1915C,  96,  99;  P.U.R.1915E,  1102;  P.U.R. 
1915F,  586. 

84.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  change  its  rates  to 
eliminate  discrimination  in  favor  of  stockholders  under  a  conference 
ruling  providing  that  a  stockholder  cannot  be  given  any  greater  or  less 
or  different  rate  than  the  rate  charged  other  subscribers.  Re  St.  Peter 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  350;  Re  Tampico  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph. 
Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  24;  Re  Montrose  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
191 5A,  33;  In  Re  Tri-County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  129;  Re 
Calhoun  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  93;  Re  Citi- 
zens' Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  99;  Re  St.  Clair  Farmers' 
Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  585. 

85.  A  charge  for  stockholders'  telepliones,  in  the  shape  of  an  average 
assessment  of  $5  a  year,  is  discriminatory  and  unlawful,  where  the 
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rate  charged  for  rented  telephones  is  $12  per  year.    Be  Milledgeville 
Mnt.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  664. 

86.  Under  §  112  of  the  Indiana  Utility  Commission  act,  the  practice 
of  charging  stockholders  different  rates  from  those  charged  to  other 
users  of  telephone  service  is  clearly  illegal.  Re  Pittsboro  Home  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.191&C,  104. 

87.  A  schedule  of  telephone  rates  which  provides  for  a  less  rate  to 
stockholders  than  is  diarged  to  other  users  for  a  like  and  contempo- 
raneous service  is  unjustly  discriminatory  under  §  112  of  the  Indiana 
Utility  Commission  act.  Re  Carlisle  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  774. 

88.  A  rule  of  an  irrigation  company  providing  that  any  moneys  de- 
rived from  the  sale  of  surplus  water,  or  from  any  other  source  than  a 
general  annual  assessment  upon  stockholders  for  operating  expenses, 
shall  be  placed  in  a  special  fund  to  be  prorated  to  proprietors  of  water 
rights  from  whom  special  assessments  shall  be  collected,  is  unjustly 
discriminatory  and  unduly  preferential,  and  therefore  unlawful.  Ham- 
mon  V.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

89.  The  rule  of  an  irrigation  company  providing  for  the  assessment 
of  its  stockholders  at  only  their  pro  rata  of  the  expense  of  operating 
the  company,  instead  of  charging  them  a  fixed  rate  such  as  is  charged 
non-stockholders  for  the  same  service,  is  discriminatory,  and  therefore 
unlawful.    Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1. 

90.  A  contract  entered  into  between  telephone  companies  upon  the 
transfer  and  sale  of  a  telephone  system,  whereby  stockholding  subscribe 
ers  of  the  vendor  are  to  be  given  service  free,  and  other  subscribers 
charged  therefor,  provides  for  a  discrimination  not  permitted  by  the 
common  law  or  the  Missouri  statute  forbidding  imreasonable  discrimi- 
nations, since  such  a  classification  is  not  just  or  fair.  Knott  v.  South- 
western Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

91.  A  contract  executed  on  the  sale  of  a  telephone  system  guaranty- 
ing free  service  to  stockholders  of  the  vendor  is  not  protected  by  If  4, 
I  7,  of  the  Missouri  Public  Service  Commission  law,  which  continues 
in  force  contracts  existing  on  its  effective  date,  since  the  statute  applies 
only  to  valid  contracts.  Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

92.  A  telephone  company  in  partly  performing  a  contract  providing 
for  an  unjust  discrimination  in  requiring  it  to  render  service  free  to 
stockholders  of  the  predecessor  company,  by  giving  service  without 
charge  for  a  certain  time,  is  not  thereby  estopped  from  claiming  that 
the  contract  is  void  and  unenforceable  by  the  stockholders.  Knott  v. 
Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

93.  The  furnishing  of  electricity  free  to  the  stockholders  of  an  elec- 
tric company,  or  to  any  other  consiuner,  constitutes  unjust  discrimina- 
tion. Meek  V.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
956. 

94.  Telephone  companies  were  required  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
charging  a  different  rate  to  stockholding  subscribers  from  that  charged 
nonstockholding  subscribers.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
1032. 
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96.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
charging  and  collecting  assessments  for  the  payment  of  telephone  serv- 
ice, it  appearing  that  certain  nonstockholding  subscribers  were  being 
charged  a  monthly  or  yearly  rental  rate,  while  stockholding  subscribers 
were  being  permitted  to  pay  a  yearly  assessment  at  the  end  of  the  year. 
Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1032. 

96.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  charging  stockholder  sub- 
scribers a  different  rate  in  the  form  of  assessments  for  the  same  class 
of  service  charged  other  subscribers  should  be  discontinued  as  discrimi- 
natory.   Re  Bancroft  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915B,  680. 

97.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  favoring  its  stockholders 
by  lower  rates  than  those  charged  to  other  subscribers  violates  the  pro- 
visions of  §  10,  chap.  289,  of  the  Laws  of  South  Dakota  of  1909,  as 
amended  by  chap.  218  of  the  Laws  of  1911.  Re  Social  Teleph,  Co.  (S. 
D.)  P.U.R.1916C,  106. 

98.  The  practice  of  furnishing  electricity  free  of  charge  to  stock- 
holders and  employees  of  the  company  was  ordered  to  be  discontinued 
as  being  illegal  under  |  1797m-89  of  the  Wisconsin  Public  Utility 
law.  Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
584. 

99.  Permission  will  not  be  granted  by  the  Wisconsin  Commission  to 
a  mutual  telephone  company  to  put  into  effect  a  schedule  of  rates  in 
which  stockholders  of  the  company  are  charged  less  for  the  same  class 
of  service  than  non-stockholding  subscribers,  since  the  Public  Utilities 
law  requires  that  no  discrimination  can  be  made  based  either  on  the 
ownership  of  stock  in  the  utility  concerned  or  on  the  ownership  of  part 
of  the  equipment  used  to  furnish  the  service.  Re  Ettrick  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  695. 

P.  Owners  of  equipment. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  change  in  telephone  rates  to  eliminate 
discrimination  in  favor  of  owners  of  equipment,  P.U.R.1916A,  34, 
929;  P.U.R.1915B,  352;  P.UJt.l915C,  96,  99;  P.U.R.1916E,  1102; 
P.U.R.1916F,  686. 

100.  It  is  unlawful  for  a  telephone  company  to  grant  any  reduction 
from  the  regular  rate  on  account  of  subscribers  owning  their  own  instru- 
ments. (Conference  Ruling  No.  15,  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Commis- 
sion.) Re  Bluffs  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  928;  In  Re 
Tri^ounty  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  129;  Re  Farmers'  Mut.  Exch. 
(ni.)  P.U.R.1935B,  214;  Re  St.  Peter  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
350;  Re  Empire  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  561;  Re  Zilm  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  660;  Re  Strawn  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  97;  Re 
Keysport  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  338. 

101.  It  is  discriminatory  and  unlawful  under  the  Illinois  Commis- 
sion Conference  Ruling  No.  15  to  grant  any  reduction  from  the  regular 
rate  to  telephone  subscribers  owning  their  own  telephones;  but  under 
conditions  fixed  by  the  Commission  a  telephone  company  may  rent  an 
instrument  from  a  subscriber  who  owns  the  same.  Re  Forest  City 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  666;  Re  Tampico  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph. 
Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  24. 
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102.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  charging  certain  stock- 
holders a  less  rate  because  they  own  the  telephone  transmitter  and 
receiver  than  is  charged  other  stockholders  not  owning  such  facilities 
is  unlawful  under  §  113  of  the  Indiana  Utility  act.  Be  Carlisle  Co-op. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916D,  774. 

103.  A  provision  in  a  telephone  tariff  for  a  less  charge  to  subscribers 
who  own  their  own  telephones  is  contrary  to  the  Oregon  Laws  of  1911, 
chapter  279,  §  4,  and  should  be  discontinued.  Re  Creswell  Teleph.  Co. 
(Or.)  P.UJi.l915F,  824. 

104.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  permitting  its  sub- 
scribers, whether  stockholders  or  not,  to  purchase  certain  equipment 
and  thereby  secure  service  at  a  less  or  different  rate  from  that  charged 
for  the  same  class  of  service  generally,  should  be  discontinued;  and 
any  equipment  owned  by  individual  subscribers  should  be  taken  over 
by  the  company  and  reasonable  compensation  paid  therefor,  each  sub' 
scriber  thereafter  being  required  to  pay  the  regular  rental  charge  for 
each  of  the  telephone  instruments  installed  for  his  use.  Re  Social 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

105.  The  provision  of  the  public  utility  act  that  no  special  rate  shall 
be  given  on  account  of  the  ownership  of  equipment  by  the  party  served 
was  held  to  apply  to  rates  for  ^switching  service  furnished  by  a  local 
telephone  company  to  roadway  companies.  Luxemburg  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Luxemburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  835. 

106.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  publish  a  rate  of  $1 
per  month  for  service  to  subscribers  owning  their  own  phones,  and  $1.25 
per  month  for  servioe  to  subscribers  not  owning  such  instruments,  ren- 
tals to  be  paid  quarterly  in  advance  and  subject  to  a  discount  of  25 
cents  per  month  if  paid  within  thirty  days  from  the  beginning  of  the 
quarter.    Re  Dorsey  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  694. 

10.  Public  stock  buyers, 

107.  In  formulating  a  schedule  of  rates  for.  a  toll  bridge  which  was 
V  receiving  an  inadequate  return  on   its  investment,  it  was  held  that 

public  stock  buyers,  allowed  to  pass  free  of  charge,  should  be  as- 
sessed at  the  regular  rates,  and  that  rural  mail  routes  should  be 
assessed  either  at  single-horse  vehicle  rates,  or  team  rates,  unless  a 
yearly  contract  basis,  open  to  all  users,  is  agreed  upon.  Gates  v.  Bridge- 
port Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJLIOISE,  602. 

11.  Large  canawmers. 

108.  A  general  schedule  of  rates  for  "contract  gas"  for  commercial 
uses  to  large  consumers,  based  on  a  sliding  scale,  classified  according  to 
the  quantity  used,  such  schedule  to  be  open  to  all  consumers  in  a  similar 
class  without  discrimination,  was  ordered  to  be  substituted  for  a  sched- 
ule providing  for  special  prices  to  large  consumers,  and  requiring  the 
filing  with  the  Commission  of  a  special  schedule  to  cover  each  particular 
case,  effective  upon  the  written  authority  of  the  Commission.  Re  Ob- 
long Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  698. 

109.  A  rate  differential  in  favor  of  a  large  customer  of  an  electrio: 
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light  and  power  company  is  justified  in  order  to  retain  his  patronage, 
where  it  appears  that  such  customer  at  times  consumes  more  than  one 
third  of  the  entire  product  of  the  utility,  and  that  the  loss  of  the  busi- 
ness, in  the  absence  of  such  a  differential,  would  materially  affect  oper- 
ating expenses  so  as  to  increase  the  rates  of  the  remaining  customers. 
Re  Burlington  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117. 

110.  A  water  company  is  justified  in  selling  water  at  a  low  rate  to  a 
large  consumer  using  over  60  per  cent  of  the  output  actually  con- 
sumed, where  such  consumer  pays  the  same  amount  for  the  first  unit 
quantities  as  do  all  consumers,  and  any  consumer  using  the  same  amount 
would  be  entitled  to  the  same  low  rate.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  A 
E.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

111.  A  municipality  owning  its  own  electric  plant  was  ordered  to  dis- 
continue special  contract  rates  to  large  power  customers  where  yield- 
ing less  than  the  cost  of  supplying  the  service,  and  to  charge  all  power 
customers  in  accordance  with  a  schedule  prescribed  by  the  Commis- 
sion.   Re  Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  624. 

12.  Older  patr&ns. 

112.  The  furnishing  of  telephone  service  to  older  patrons  at  lower 
rates  than  to  later  patrons  was  held  to  be  an  unjust  discrimination. 
Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1915F,  625. 

113.  Special  rental  contracts  by  which  older  patrons  of  a  telephone 
company  are  receiving  rentals  at  different  prices  than  are  afforded  later 
patrons  are  discriminatory,  and,  where  such  contracts  are  subject  to 
cancelation  on  notice,  the  company  should  give  notice,  and,  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  mentioned  in  the  contract,  should  discontinue  the 
service  or  enter  into  nondiscriminatory  contracts.  Farmers*  Committee 
v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  62. 

IS,  Railroads  installing  telephones, 

114.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
maintaining  and  operating  free  telephones  in  railroad  depots  and  to 
charge  railroad  companies  for  service  at  the  same  rate  and  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  apply  to  other  business  phones.  Re  Tele* 
phone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

115.  Under  the  South  Dakota  antipass  law  and  the  telephone  law,  a 
telephone  company  cannot  furnish  a  railway  company  a  depot  tele- 
phone free  of  charge,  the  telephone  company  being  required  to  charge 
the  railway  company  and  its  employees  the  same  rate  charged  other 
subscribers  for  the  same  class  of  service.  Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

116.  Where  telephone  service  in  railwity  stations  may  be  reasonably 
required  under  the  provision  of  section  49  of  the  Illinois  Public  Utili« 
ties  Law,  railway  companies  should  pay  the  r^ular  business  rate  for 
such  service.  Re  Tampico  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
24. 
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I.  Miscellaneous  discriminatiana* 
1,  By  electric  oomptmies, 

'  117.  Certain  step  meter  rates  in  the  commercial  lighting  schedule  of 
a  municipal  electric  plant  were  found  to  be  regressive  and  accordingly 
held  to  be  discriminatory.  Re  Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  624. 

118.  Minimum  charges  for  electric  lighting,  varying  from  nothing  to 
$25  a  consumer  a  month,  are  unjustly  discriminatory  and  in  violation 
of  §  68  of  the  Missouri  public  service  law.  Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

119.  An  electric  company  was  permitted  to  discontinue  flat-rate  service 
under  special  contracts  with  individual  consumers  in  order  to  prevent 
discrimination,  and  was  ordered  to  place  meters  on  the  service  of  all 
its  customers  and  to  charge  for  such  service  only  at  its  regular  rates, 
subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  Commission.  Auto  Supply  Co.  v. 
Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  205. 

120.  A  rate  of  5  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  to  the  owners  or  agents  of 
apartment  houses  and  loft  buildings  who  retail  the  current  to  their 
tenants  at  10  cents  per  kilowatt  is  discriminatory  where  the  company 
installs  separate  meters  for  each  tenant  and  reads  the  meters;  and  a 
landlord  desiring  to  take  advantage  of  such  wholesale  rate  should  fur- 
nish the  meters  and  read  them,  as  well  as  collect  the  bills.  Stadtlander 
v.  New  York  Edison  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685. 

2,  By  inclined  planes, 

121.  An  inclined-plane  company's  classification  of  vehicles,  based 
solely  upon  the  number  of  seats  or  the  number  of  horses  attached,  sub- 
divided as  between  pleasure  vehicles  or  otherwise,  is  not  discriminatory. 
Geer  v.  Cambria  Inclined-Plane  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  88. 

3,  By  interurban  railways, 

122.  A  higher  comparative  rate  of  fare  charged  by  an  electric  rail- 
way company  to  certain  stations  than  was  formerly  charged  by  an- 
other company  to  another  station  was  held  not  unjustly  discrimina- 
tory in  favor  of  the  latter  station,  where  the  latter  company  has  been 
ousted  from  the  highways  and  there  is  no  longer  any  transportation  to 
such  station.  Tualatin  Valley  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co. 
(Or.)  P.U.R.1916F,  809. 

123.  Electric  railway  rates  of  all  kinds,  single  trip,  round  trip,  and 
commutation,  should  be  based  upon  exactly  the  same  rate  per  mile 
between  all  communities,  in  order  to  avoid  discrimination,  first  con- 
sidering, however,  the  proper  influence  that  6  cent  fares  in  competitive 
street  car  territory  would  have  on  rates  to  or  from  various  points. 
Re  Peninsular  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  763. 

124.  The  proper  blanketing  of  rates  by  an  interurban  railway  does 
not  of  itself  create  an  unlawful  preference  in  favor  of  one  community 
as  against  another.  Armstrong  y.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1015C,  616. 
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125.  A  blanket  rate  to  various  summer  resorts,  established  by  an  in- 
terurban  railroad,  cannot  be  held  discriminatorv  as  being  unduly  fa- 
vorable to  one  resort,  where  there  is  little  or  no  traffic  to  such  resort. 
Armstrong  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  616. 

126.  A  blanket  rate  to  various  summer  resorts,  established  by  an  in- 
terurban  railroad,  cannot  be  held  discriminatory  as  unduly  favoring  one 
resort,  where  the  length  of  the  trip  to  the  alleged  favored  resort  ex- 
ceeds by  but  1  mile  the  length  of  the  trip  to  the  resort  alleged  to  be 
discriminated  against.  Armstrong  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  616. 

127.  It  does  not  follow  from  the  fact  that  suburban  traffic  is  essen- 
tially wholesale,  and  that  traffic  between  stations  on  the  line  over 
which  the  suburban  rates  are  in  effect  may  be  carried  on  the  same 
trains,  that  the  interstation  traffic  is  likewise  suburban  and  wholesale 
and  entitled  to  the  same  rates.  San  Mateo  County  Development  Asso. 
v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

4,  By  irrigation  companies* 

128.  An  irrigation  utility  giving  service  more  or  less  continuous  along 
the  line  of  its  ditch,  water  being  taken  out  at  intervals  for  a  number 
of  customers,  cannot  take  into  consideration  the  primary  cost  necessary 
to  get  water  to  the  customers  closest  to  the  stream  supplying  the  ditch 
and  charge  such  customers  higher  rates  than  those  more  remote,  but 
must  make  a  uniform  rate  to  all.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Steam- 
boat Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  718. 

129.  Landowners  within  a  district  to  which  a  water  company's  water 
is  dedicated  are  entitled  to  be  served  at  the  same  rate  at  which  the 
service  is  supplied  to  others,  notwithstanding  a  contract  by  which 
they  or  their  predecessors  have  agreed,  among  other  considerations,  to 
pay  the  company,  in  addition  to  the  regular  rate  of  $2  per  year  per 
acre,  the  sum  of  $12,500  in  settlement  of  certain  suits,  claims,  and  con* 
troversies,  and  the  reciprocal  grants  of  certain  property  rights.  Los 
Molinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  v.  Coneland  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
554. 

6,  Bailro€id8, 

(a)  In  general. 

130.  The  maintenance  of  differing  schedules  of  rates  by  carriers  of 
the  same  commodity  under  similar  conditions,  while  affording  prima 
facie  ground  for  question,  may  not  involve  unjust  discrimination. 
Barker  k  S.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJl. 
1915A,  144. 

131.  The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  has  in  one  case  established  a 
rate  on  clay  products,  between  specified  points,  a  certain  per  cent 
greater  than  the  rate  it  has  established  on  clay  between  the  same 
points,  does  not  require  it  to  fix  the  same  relationship  of  the  rates  on 
these  commodities  in  all  cases;  nor  does  the  fact  that  in  a  certain 
case  it  has  made  the  rate  on  refined  oils  a  certain  per  cent  of  the  rate 
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on  crude  oils  require  it  in  all  cases  to  preserve  a  similar  relationship 
between  the  rates  cm  clay  and  clay  products.  Steiger  Terra  Cotta  & 
Pottery  Works  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJR.1916C,  601. 

132.  A  railroad  company  is  not  guilty  of  discrimination  in  adjusting 
carload  commodity  rates  on  clay  products  from  specified  points  simply 
because  it  has  not  preserved  the  same  differences  that  obtain  between 
the  class  rates  applying  therefrom.  Steiger  Terra  Cotta  &  Pottery 
Works  V.  bouthem  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  601. 

133.  One  way  railroad  fares  between  stations  on  various  lines  cannot 
be  said  to  be  discriminatory  where  they  are  all  fixed  on  a  3  cents  per 
mile  basis.  San  Mateo  County  Development  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  960. 

134.  For  thQ  purpose  of  eliminating  a  discrimination  of  less  than  2 
cents  per  day  given  to  perhaps  three  persons  a  month  on  one  line  of  a 
railroad,  the  California  Commission  will  not  condenm  the  whole  basis 
of  rates  on  another  line  affecting  several  thousand  commuters,  particu- 
larly when  the  complainants  already  enjoy  many  forms  of  reduced  rate 
transportation  not  similarly  accorded  to  those  on  the  line  the  rates  of 
which  they  charge  are  discriminatory.  San  Mateo  County  Development 
Asso.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

135.  Main  line  rates  for  steam  railroad  service  are  in  no  way  com- 
parable to  rates  for  electric  line  suburban  service.  San  Mateo  County 
Development  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

136.  A  through  steam  railroad  rate  made  up  in  part  of  a  rate  lower 
than  normal,  in  order  to  meet  suburban  railroad  competition,  is  not  a 
fair  basis  for  comparison  for  making  rates  for  similar  distances  in 
other  territories  where  the  same  conditions  do  not  exist.  San  Mateo 
County  Development  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

137.  Nonbaggage  checking  rates  established  at  the  suggestion  of  a 
Conmiission,  in  order  to  prevent  an  increase  in  rates  between  certain 
points  so  as  to  enable  a  railroad  to  meet  short-line  competition,  af- 
fords an  unfair  basis  for  comparison  of  rates  between  points  on.  an- 
other line  not  operating  imder  similar  conditions.  San  Mateo  County 
Devel<^ment  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

188.  A  steam  railroad  which,  upon  electrifying  one  of  its  branches, 
had  abolished  upon  that  branch  its  existing  commutation  rates  and 
inaugurated  a  zone  system  of  fares,  the  regular  steam  railroad  fares 
for  the  traveler  with  baggage  being  retained,  was  ordered  to  establish, 
in  addition  to  the  ex-rating  zone  and  'other  rates  of  fare,  general  and 
pupil  conunutation  rates,  in  order  to  avoid  discrimination  as  between 
its  different  branches,  there  being  nothing  in  the  testimony  to  indicate 
that  the  application  of  the  commutation  rates  would  unreasonably  re- 
duce the  earnings  of  the  railroad  on  the  branch  in  question.  McKenna 
v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  (R,  I.)  P.U.R.1915E,  269. 

(h)  Bates  computed  in  mtUtiplea  of  5. 

139.  A  railroad  company  was  directed  for  the  purpose  of  equalizing 
its  one-way  passenger  fares,  both  within  and  beyond  a  suburban  dis- 
trict, to  file  a  new  tariff  constructed  substantially  upon  a  basis  which 
fixed   rates   upon   actual   amounts   computed   upon   a   fixed   sum   per 
P.UJl.  Dig.— 10. 
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mile;  it  appearing,  among  other  things,  that  its  rates  had  been  com- 
puted  in  multiples  of  5  with  adjustments  for  distances  both  within 
and  without  the  suburban  district,  and  that  there  were  inequalities  in 
its  rates  due  to  the  varying  distances  to  which  they  applied.  Raiboad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)   P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

140.  A  railroad  company  was  not  allowed  to  put  into  effect  passenger 
tariffs  of  one-way  fares  in  which  the  rates,  although  computed  on  actual 
mileage,  were  arbitrarily  raised  so  as  to  en^  in  0  or  5,  it  appearing  that 
this  method  ot  computation  resulted  in  unjust  and  arbitrary  increases, 
especially  burdensome  for  short  distance  riding.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

141.  A  railroad  company  was  not  allowed  to  put  into  effect  passenger 
tariffs  of  one-way  fares  in  which  the  rate  between  a  point  within  a 
suburban  district  and  a  point  beyond  was  computed  as  if  the  distance 
traveled  within  and  without  such  district  constituted  two  separate 
journeys,  each  of  which  was  computed  on  the  actual  mileage  distance 
and  thep  raised  to  a  multiple  of  5,  it  appearing  that  passengers  were 
thus  penalized  by  a  double  adjustment,  and  that  such  method  of  com- 
putation resulted  in  unjust  and  arbitrary  increases,  especially  bur- 
densome for  short  distance  riding.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

(c)   Stcitching   charges. 

142.  The  practice  with  reference  to  switching  charges  should  be 
uniform,  and  the  treatment  of  such  charges  should  be  the  same  in  Okla- 
homa as  it  is  in  Texas,  Kansas,  and  other  surrounding  states.  Re  Order 
to  all  Railroad  Cos.  Operating  in  Oklahoma  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  217. 

143.  All  railroads  in  the  state  of  Louisiana  were  ordered  to  discon- 
tinue charging  *'car  rental"  on  cars  containing  freight  transported  from 
one  point  to  another  within  prescribed  switching  limits  at  published 
switching  rates,  or  elsewhere  in  the  state  of  Louisiana.  Order  No.  1856, 
(La.)   P.U.R.1915A,  465. 

144.  Every  railroad  ccmipany  operating  in  Louisiana  is  required  to 
switch  cars,  employed  in  intrastate  business,  for .  any  other  railroad 
with  which  it  connects,  or  for  any  shipper  or  consignee,  at  the  rates 
approved  or  established  by  the  Commission,  without  discrimination, 
whether  such  cars  are  loaded  or  empty.  Re  Switching  Service  (La.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  849.  •     - 

145.  A  railroad  company,  in  order  to  avoid  discrimination,  must  make 
a  charge  for  moving  cars  from  the  place  within  the  premises  of  the 
consignee  where  they  are  first  placed  for  unloading  to  a  second  point 
where  the  unloading  is  completed,  although  no  other  movement  of  the 
car  is  necessary  for  reloading  it  for  a  line  haul.  Joseph  Schlitz  Brew- 
ing Co.  V.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  49. 

(d)  Dunnage, 

146.  The  carriers  of  Nebraska,  upon  application  to  the  Ccftnmissipn, 
were  permitted  to  cancel  a  rule  giving  shippers  an  allowance  for 
dunnage  used   to  protect  and   support   freight  shipped   in   bulk,   box, 
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stock,  vontUated,  or  refrigeraior  cars,  upon  the  ground  that  it  tended 
to  encourage  carelessness  in  packing,  and  to  increase  transportation 
risks,  and  to  create  a  form  of  discrimination  against  shippers  tendering 
goods  packed  in  containers.  Re  Trajos-Missouri  Freight  Bureau  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  67. 

6,  Street  raiUvays. 

147.  An  order  of  the  Commission  requiring  a  street  railway  company 
whose  regular  fare  is  5  cents,  to  sell  six  tickets  for  a  quarter,  is  not 
discriminatory  against  the  passenger  paying  for  but  a  single  trip  at  a 
time.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192 
(S.  C.  —Wis,  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

148.  A  street  railway  company,  on  being  authorized  to  sell  books 
of  50  tickets  for  $2.75,  each  ticket  good  for  a  6-cent  fare,  was  required 
also  to  sell  books  of  18  tickets  for  $1,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  de- 
sirable that  such  tickets  should  be  made  available  upon  payment  of  a 
comparatively  small  sum.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  411. 

149.  A  street  railroad  company  renting  special  cars  to  be  operated 
over  its  road  by  a  scenic  railway  for  sight-seeing  purposes,  on  the  baai>i 
of  a  guaranty  of  $7.50  a  car,  was  held  unjustly  to  discriminate  against 
another  scenic  railway  in  requiring  it  to  guarantee  $25  for  a  similar 
use,  although  the  railway  guarantying  the  smaller  sum  operates  the 
more  cars  and  on  a  more  regular  schedule,  where  the  street  railroad 
has  not  filed  rates  with  the  Commission  recognizing  the  quantity  of 
service  and  the  regular  intervals.  Castle  Rock  Mountain  R.  &  Park  v. 
Denver  Tramway  Co.   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1915F,  224. 

7.  Telephones, 

(a)   In  general. 

150.  It  is  discriminatory  for  a  telephone  company  to  grant  fr^  inter- 
change of  service  to  one  telephone  company  and  require  another  telephone 
company  to  pay  a  charge  therefor.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1032. 

151.  The  practice  of  charging  some  telephone  subscribers  a  rental  less 
than  that  charged  others  for  the  same  class  of  service  is  discriminatory. 
Woonsocket  v.  Schuler  Electric  &  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915B,  223. 

152.  A  telephone  company  was  directed  to  cease  the  practice  ot\ 
renting  two  telephone  instruments  to  a  physician  for  the  amount  charged 
for  one  residence  telephone,  and  to  discontinue  the  practice  of  charging 
a  drayman  5  cents  a  message  instead  of  the  regular  monthly  telephone 
rate.  Re  Cheyenne  Valley  Electric  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
932. 

153.  An  arrangement  between  a  telephone  company  and  certain  of  its 
rabseribers  in  each  of  two  cities  in  which  exchanges  were  operated,  by 
which  subscribers  were  to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  other  exchange 
upon  the  payment  of  an  additional  charge  per  month,  which  benefits 
were    afterwards    extended    to    other    subscribers    without    additional 
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charge,  is  discriminftiory,  although  all  of  the  nonpaying  subscribers  do 
not  actually  avail  themselves  of  the  right  to  the  service  of  the  other 
exchange.    Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P,UJ1.1915C,  731. 

154.  A  charge  to  a  rural  telephone  company  of  a  message  rate  of  15 
cents  a  message  transmitted  from  one  exchange  to  another,  where  other 
companies  are  charged  but  10  cents  for  the  same  service,  is  discrimi- 
natory. Fairplay  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fulton  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJt. 
1915B,  606. 

155.  The  fact  that  the  subscribers  of  a  telephone  company  enjoy  ser- 
vice in  a  territory  covered  by  one  of  its  exchanges  does  not  entitle  them 
to  the  same  service  free  of  charge  after  such  exchange  and  territory 
have  been  transferred  to  another  company.  Shields  Valley  Commercial 
Club  V.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Mont.)-  P.U.R.1915A, 
945. 

156.  The  rates  of  a  telephone  company  having  been  foimd  discrimi- 
natory, it  was  ordered  to  file  with  the  Commission  within  thirty  days 
a  schedule  of  nondiscriminatory  rates,  with  a  full  explanation  of  the 
basis  used  in  arriving  thereat.  Shields  Valley  Commercial  Club  v. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915A,  945. 

157.  The  giving  of  free  service  to  the  patrons  of  a  telephone  company 
imtil  300  subscribers  have  been  secured  is  a  violation  of  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  a  telephone  company  may  furnish  service  free  or  at  reduced 
rates  to  its  officers,  agents,  or  employees  in  furtherance  of  their  employ- 
ment, but  requiring  it  to  charge  full  schedule  rates  without  discrimina* 
tion  for  all  other  services.  Re  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (Minn.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  344. 

158.  A  telephone  company,  upon  application  for  an  increase  in  rates, 
was  ordered  to  put  in  effect  a  schedule  prescribed  by  the  Commission, 
which  abolished  the  difference  in  rates  then  existing  between  its  three 
exchanges,  and  which  would  result  in  a  moderate  i/icrease  in  revenue, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  exchanges  rendered  service  of  about  the  same 
character  and  served  conmiunities  of  about  the  same  population.  Re 
Empire  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  561. 

159.  A  rate  of  $12  per  year  to  subscribers  of  a  telephone  company, 
which  owned  the  poles  supporting  the  service  wires  owned  by  rural  sub- 
scribers, plus  a  charge  of  $1  per  year  to  rural  subscribers  located  at 
different  distances  from  the  exchange,  was  held  discriminatory,  and 
the  company  was  permitted  to -substitute  a  plus  charge  of  5  cents  per 
year  for  each  pole  between  the  exchange  and  the  subscriber's  premises. 
Re  Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  663. 

160.  Rural  subscribers  on  lines  connected  with  an  exchange  are  en- 
titled to  the  same  privileges  as  any  other  subscribers  directly  connected 
with  the  exchange,  and  no  charge  should  be  made  for  local  service  to 
subscribers,  other  than  the  switching  fee  or  exchange  rental.  Mahannah 
V.  Amett  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1029. 

161.  The  fact  that  rates  lower  than  the  prevailing  rates  of  a  tele- 
phone company  have  been  charged  certain  subscribers  for  a  number  of 
years  does  not  justify  the  continuance  of  such  rates,  where  an  old  and 
inferior  equipment  used  for  such,  service  has  worn  out  and  must  bs 
replaced  by  a  new,  later,  and  more  expensive  type,  and  where  the  in- 
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creased  rates  are  in  aoeordance  with  the  established  tariffs  of  the  com- 
pany, and  the  continuanoe  of  the  lower  rate  would  subject  the  company 
to  a  charge  of  discrimination.  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  y.  Bell  Teleph. 
Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  600. 

162.  The  practice  of  a  hotel  of  purchasing  telephone  service  at  whole- 
sale rates  and  retailing  it  to  the  public  at  from  two  and  one-half  to 
five  times  the  price  paid  the  utility,  by  means  of  switch  boards  and 
other  equipment  installed  by  the  utility  in  the  hotel  lobby  and  con< 
trolled  and  operated  by  the  hotel  in  connection  with  the  utility's  out- 
side equipment,  is  an  unlawful  discrimination  against  other  pay  sta- 
tions which  are  not  allowed  such  a  great  proportion  of  the  receipts 
and  whose  entire  equipment  is  under  the  sole  control  of  the  utility. 
Hotel  Sherman  Co.  v.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915F,  776. 

163.  Authority  was  granted  to  a  telephone  company  to  change  and 
increase  certain  of  its  rates  and  charges  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating 
discriminations  and  establishing  a  uniform  schedule  of  rates  where  the 
evidence  for  the  company  tended  to  show  that  the  rates  sought  to  be 
established  were  reasonable  and  no  objection  was  made  by  patrons  or 
municipal  authorities  to  the  proposed  changes.  Re  Commercial  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916A,  34. 

164.  A  telephone  company  cannot  discontinue  free  service  between  one 
of  its  exchanges  and  the  exchange  of  another  company  without  permis- 
sion of  the  Illinois  Commission,  where  such  service  has  been  voluntarily 
accorded  for  a  number  of  years,  since  §  36  of  the  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission act  provides  that  "no  public  utility  shall  increase  any  rate  or 
other  charge,  or  so  alter  any  classification,  contract  practice,  rules,  or 
regulations  as  to  result  in  any  increase  in  any  rate  or  other  charge 
under  any  circumstances  whatsoever,  except  upon  a  showing  before  the 
Commission  and  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  such  increase  is  jus- 
tified;" and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  company  discontinuing  its  service 
may,  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  have  the  right  to  impose  a  toll  charge. 
Potomac  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Coon  Bros.  Teleph.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915E,  323. 

165.  The  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  of  the  Philippine 
Islands  dismissed  a  complaint  asking  that  the  telephone  company  be 
required  to  refund  an  amount  paid  in  excess  of  reasonable  rate  for 
service  by  means  of  a  private  line,  where  such  rate  was  fixed  on  the 
proper  mileage  basis,  although  a  lower  rate  was  charged  for  another 
private  line,  which  rate,  however,  had  been  raised  to  the  proper  amoimt 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  complaint.  Bachrach's  Garage  &  Taxicab 
Co.  v.  Philippine  Islands  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Philippine  Islands) 
P.U.R.1915D,  690. 

166.  A  telephone  company  operating  a  system  of  nine  exchanges  with 
about  2,000  subscribers,  and  having  in  effect  at  one  exchange  a  rate  of 
$1.50  per  month  for  individual  business,  and  $1  per  month  for  two  to 
four  party  residence  lines,  and  a  farm  line  rate  of  $1.50  per  month  with 
the  privilege  of  free  serviee  to  all  exchanges,  and  having  in  effect  at  all 
other  exchanges  a  rate  of  $1  per  month  for  all  classes  of  service,  was 
denied  the  right  to  increase  all  $1  rates  to  $1.50  per  month,  and  to  ex- 
tend the  free  exchange  service  to  all  subscribers,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
creasing its  revenues,  it  being  deemed  that  the  proposed  rate  would  re- 
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suit  in  various  formft  of  discrimination,  not  the  least  of  which  would 
be  the  imposing  of  a  charge  upon  a  largo  class  of  subscribers  who  would 
not  care  for  the  service;  and  it  being  deemed  further  that  the  discrim- 
ination in  respect  to  the  single  exchange  at  which  the  existing  rate  of 
$1.50  per  month  for  individual  business  lines  was  in  effect  would  be  par- 
ticularly serious.    Re  Surprise  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  672. 

(b)  Short  term  auhscribers. 

167.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  charging  subscribers 
for  certain  classes  of  service,  who  desire  service  for  less  than  one  year, 
the  regular  monthly  rental,  plus  100  per  cent  for  a  three  months'  con- 
tract, plus  50  per  cent  for  a  three  to  six  months'  contract,  and  plus 
25  per  cent  for  a  six  to  nine  months'  contract,  and  of  charging  the 
regular  rate  at  exchanges  having  graduated  measured  rates  plus  one 
month's  rental  at  the  lowest  measured  rates,  and  of  making  no  extra 
charge  to  subscribers  on  farmers'  lines  or  for  private  branch  exchanges, 
was  held  imreasonable  and  unjustly  discriminatory  as  between  the 
various  classes  of  customers.  Re  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  296. 

(c)   Toll  charges. 

168.  Reciprocal  free  telephone  toll  service  is  not  such  free  service  as 
the  law  prohibits  as  discriminatory.  Melvem  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Carbon- 
dale  Teleph.  Co.   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1915B,  216. 

169.  A  telephone  company  will  not,  upon  buying  out  a  competitor,  be 
compelled  to  continue  free  toll  service  inaugurated  during  the  period 
of  competition,  since,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  such  service  necessi- 
tates a  separate  investment,  it  is  unlawful,  because  discriminatory. 
Farmers'  Committee  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  62. 

170.  A  telephone  company  is  not  justified  in  charging  toll  service 
between  a  small  village  and  an  exchange  located  at  the  county  seat 
9  miles  distant  because  of  the  fact  it  has  moved  its  exchange,  formerly 
located  in  that  village,  to  another  place  15  miles  distant  from  the 
coimty  seat,  and  because  the  subscribers  of  the  latter  exchange  have 
always  paid  for  toll  service;  since  the  situation  of  the  subscribers  of 
the  two  exchanges  with  reference  to  toll  service  is  different.  Cooper  v. 
Williamsville-Sherman  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  19. 

171.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  giving  subscribers  of  one 
telephone  exchange  free  service  connection  with  another,  and  of  making 
a  charge  of  10  cents  for  connections  from  the  latter  exchange  with  the 
former,  is  not  discriminatory,  since  under  Conference  Ruling  No.  13,  the 
Illinois  Commission  has  ruled  that  "it  is  lawful  for  telephone  companies 
to  furnish  free  toll  service  to  their  respective  subscribers  provided  the 
same  is  given  to  all  subscribers  alike;"  the  language,  "to  all  subscribers 
alike,"  meaning  to  all  subscribers  similarly  situated,  that  is,  to  all  sub- 
scribers of  one  exchange.  Mattoon  v.  Coles  County  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  660. 

172.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  certain  irregu- 
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lar  additional  minute  rates  for  toll  service,  and  to  substitute  therefor 
the  standard  or  regular  additional  minute  rates,  based  on  one  third  of 
the  initial  period  rate  in  multiples  of  6  cents,  it  appearing  that  only  a 
few  of  the  existing  additional  minute  rates  varied  from  the  standard 
rate,  that  such  variance  caused  confusion,  that  the  increase  in  rates 
involved  would  apply  to  a  very  few  points,  that  the  increase  in  revenue 
would  be  negligible,  and  that  the  old  rates  were  discriminatory  under 
the  Public  Utilities  act.  Re  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
191oA,  132. 

173.  A  telephone  company  giving  free  toll  service  in  a  district  between 
two  exchanges  to  original  subscribers  cannot  be  compelled  to  give  free 
service  to  all  subscribers  at  the  exchanges,  without  regard  to  cost  or 
profit,  rather  than  to  abate  the  discrimination  by  eliminating  the  free 
service,  where  the  free  service  could  only  be  permitted  at  the  expense  of 
some  other  community  or  exchange  not  enjoying  the  privilege,  and  also 
at  the  expense  of  subscribers  not  using  toll  service,  and  would  thereby 
result  in  discrimination.  Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Moun- 
tain States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  M.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  625. 

(d)   Rates  for  switching  service, 

174.  Telephone  companies,  by  granting  free  interchange  and  switching 
service  to  their  patrons,  while  charging  another  company  for  a  similar 
service,  are  guilty  of  unlawful  discrimination  within  the  meaning  of 
the  South  Dakota  statute  relating  thereto.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co. 
(S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1064. 

175.  A  charge  of  $6  per  year  for  switching  service  for  rural-service 
stations  which  consist  of  telephones  and  lines  owned  and  maintained 
by  subscribers  directly  connected  with  the  exchange  operated  by  the 
telephone  utility,  is  not  discriminatory,  as  against  a  charge  of  $12  per 
year  for  rural  telephones.    Re  Zilm  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  660. 

176.  All  rural  lines  within  a  reasonable  exchange  radius,  whether 
owned  or  not  owned  by  the  switching  company,  should  be  treated  alike 
in  so  far  as  the  granting  of  switching  rates  upon  an  unlimited-service 
basis  is  concerned,  particularly  in  view  of  the  anti-duplication*  law, 
which  affords  a  telephone  company  protection  from  competition  and  at 
the  same  time  takes  from  the  subscriber  the  opportunity  of-  securing 
from  outside  companies  the  service  which  he  may  desire  and  need. 
Behnont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  101. 

177.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company  performing  switching  serv« 
ice  for  rural  subscribers  has  an  interchange  of  service  with  another 
company,  which  is  of  relatively  greater  value  to  the  subscribers  of  the 
former  company,  does  not  justify  it  in  charging  a  lower  switching  rate 
for  the  subscribers  of  the  latter  company,  where  there  is  no  difference 
in  the  switching  service.  Re  Keysport  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
338. 

178.  A  flat  switching  charge,  on  an  unlimited-service  basis  to  a  com- 
pany operating  rural  lines,  was  held  reasonable  for  service  furnished 
within  a  7-mile  zone  from  the  local  exchange  with  which  physical  con- 
nection was  ordered,  where  it  appeared  that  similar  service  upon  the 
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Bame  basis  was  rendered  the  subscribers  of  the  local  company  within  the 
same  area,  and  that  the  place  at  which  the  local  exchange  was  located 
was  the  marketing  center  for  these  subscribers;  and  it  was  further 
held  that  this  rate  should  apply  to  all  subscribers  within  the  zone, 
whether  directly  connected  with  the  local  exchange  or  indirectly  con- 
nected with  it  through  the  exchange  of  the  company  operating  the 
rural  lines.  Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph, 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  101. 

r  179.  A  contract  under  which  a  local  telephone  company  furnished 
switching  service  to  the  lines  of  a  rural  telephone  company  without 
compensation  other  than  the  use  of  a  through  line  of  the  rural  com* 
pany  to  a  neighboring  village,  and  the  charges  for  nonsubscribers  talk- 
ing from  'phones  on  the  rural  company's  lines  and  a  percentage  allow- 
ance for  originating  Bell  tolls,  was  held  to  be  discriminatory  as  against 
other  rural  lines,  and  the  local  company  was  ordered  to  charge  for  this 
service  at  its  regular  switching  rates.  Luxemburg  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lux- 
emburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  835. 

(e)  Rates  to  rural  suhscrihera. 

180.  The  furnishing  of  its  standard  rural  service  by  a  telephone  com- 
pany to  subscribers  in  the  7  to  10  mile  exchange  zone,  without  charg* 
ing  the  excess*radius  rate,  would  constitute  an  illegal  discrimination 
where  its  regular  rates  for  such  service  are  $15  per  year  for  subscribers 
within  a  4-mile  exchange  radius  and  $3  per  year  additional  per  sub- 
scriber for  each  mile  of  excess  radius.  Re  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  617. 

181.  A  contract  by  which  two  telephone  companies  agree  that  the  rural 
subscribers  of  each  shall  have  the  privilege,  without  extra  charge,  of 
telephoning  to  all  of  the  subscribers  of  the  other,  but  that  the  city 
subscribers  of  each  shall  have  the  right  without  extra  charge  of  tele- 
phoning only  to  the  rural  subscribers  of  the  other,  provides  in  ex- 
press terms  for  a  discrimination  and  violates  the  statutes  of  South 
Dakota,  forbidding  discrimination  by  telephone  companies  and  common 
carriers  in  the  transmission  of  telephone  messages  and  the  making  of 
switching  charges  between  telephone  companies.  Re  Dakota  Cent. 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1054. 

182.  A  contract  by  which  telephone  companies  furnish  free  service  to 
their  rural  subscribers  which  they  withhold  from  their  town  subscribers 
violates  the  provisions  of  the  South  Dakota  anti-pass  law,  chapter  221 
of  the  Session  Laws  of  1907,  forbidding,  among  other  things,  the  giving 
of  any  privilege  to  any  person  for  a  less  or  different  sum  or  considera- 
tion than  is  charged  to  any  other  person  for  a  like  or  similar  privilege 
or  service;  and  the  supplying  of  free  service  to  the  subscribers  of  one 
company  while  charging  for  a  similar  service  to  the  subscribers  of 
another  is  likewise  a  violation  of  such  act.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co. 
(S.  D.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  1054. 

(f)  Business  and  residence  rates. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  combined  business  and  residence  rates  for 
telephones,  P.U.R.1915C,  104. 
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183L  The  Illinois  Commission  Conference  Ruling  No.  13,  which  pro- 
vides that  "the  classification  of  telephone  subscribers  into  business  and 
residence  subscribers,  with  higher  rates  for  the  former  than  for  the 
latter,  is  reasonable  and  permissible,''  is  not  a  ruling  that  it  is  dis- 
criminatory and  unlawful  to  charge  the  same  rate  for  business  tele- 
phones as  for  residence  telephones.  Re  Forest  City  Teleph.  Co.  (IlL) 
P.U.R.1915E,  666. 

184.  The  Nebraska  Commission,  without  investigating  the  relative 
value  or  cost  of  the  service,  held  that  the  rates  charged  to  business  men 
for  telephones  are  not  discriminatory  as  compared  with  rates  charged 
to  farmers,  where  the  schedule  corresponds  closely  to  the  schedule  in 
effect  all  over  the  state,  and  such  schedules  have  the  approval  of  long 
usage  and  experience.  Marquis  v.  Polk  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  140. 

185.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  charge  less  for  a 
combined  business  and  residence  telephone  on  the  same  line  than  the 
sum  of  the  regularly  published  residence  and  business  rates.  Re  Citi- 
zens' Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  99. 

186.  A  rate  for  business  and  residence  telephones  when  located  on  one 
line,  which  is  less  than  the  combined  business  and  residence  rates,  is 
discriminatory,  since  it  is  the  use  to  which  a  telephone  is  devoted  which 
determines  its  classification.  Re  Pukwana  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  952. 

187.  A  combined  business  and  residence  telephone  rate  which  is  less 
than  the  sum  of  the  regularly  published  residence  and  business  rates 
is  forbidden  by  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Commission.  Re  Tampico 
Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916A,  24. 

188.  The  classification  by  a  telephone  company  of  private  residences 
having  two  or  more  boarders  or  roomers  as  boarding  or  rooming  houses 
is  unreasonable  and  unjust;  and  the  application  of  such  a  rate  for  a 
full  year,  regardless  of  the  fact  whether  such  residences  keep  boarders 
during  the  entire  year,  is  discriminatory  and  in  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Missouri  Public  Service  Commissions  law.  Simms  v.  Co- 
lumbia Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.).  P.UJia915C,  366.. 

(g)  Single  and  party  line  rates, 

189.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  revise  its  schedule  of 
rates  to  include  a  classification  of  its  service  into  single  line  and  party 
line  service,  with  different  rates  for  each  class,  it  appearing  that  dis- 
crimination had  existed  by  charging  patrons  the  same  rate  for  each 
class  of  service.    Re  Hooper  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915A,  305. 

8.  Warehouses, 

190.  A  charge  of  15  cents  for  loading  grain  on  cars  in  addition  to  the 
regular  warehouse  storage  charge  does  not  discriminate  in  favor  of 
the  man  who  comes  to  the  warehouse  with  his  wagon  and  hauls  his 
grain  away,  since  the  latter  is  not  given  the  loading  service.  Re  South- 
ern P.  Mill.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  978. 
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P.  Water  companies, 

191.  A  water  rate  of  $1.25  per  month  for  single  men  and  $2  per  month 
for  married  men  was  held  to  be  discriminatory.  Arizona  Corp.  Com- 
mission V.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  625. 

192.  A  schedule  of  water  rates,  providing  that  a  minimum  char^ 
shall  not  exceed  a  flat-rate  charge,  is  discriminatory  where  it  results  in 
different  minimum  charges  to  consumers  served  at  the  same  time  un- 
der like  conditions.  Re  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
125. 

IV,  As  to  service, 

a.  By  automobiles  operated  as  com^mon  carriers. 

193.  A  complaint  against  operators  of  jitneys  for  refusing  to  carry 
negroes  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  upon  their  having  abated  the 
discrimination.     Smith  v.  Nunnelly   (W.  Va.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  177. 

h.  By  interurhan  railways, 

194.  Failure  to  stop  a  limited  interurban  train  at  a  village  is  not  dis- 
criminatory where  it  appears  that,  on  the  basis  of  volume  of  traffic, 
several  other  stations  might  have  an  equal  claim  to  such  service. 
Chromaster  v.  Milwaukee  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  834. 

195.  A  street  railway  was  ordered  to  discontinue  a  car  leaving  a  city 
for  a  small  town  at  9:30  p.  m.  and  to  substitute  therefor  a  car  leaving 
at  10:30  P.  M.  as  a  practical  test  of  the  advisability  of  making  such 
change  permanent,  where  it  appeared  that  the  later  car  would  enable 
patrons  of  the  small  town  to  attend  entertainments  in  the  city,  that 
other  small  towns  equidistant  from  the  city  were  rendered  the  later 
service,  and  that  the  experiment  would  result  in  no  particular  hard- 
ship or  financial  loss  to  the  company.  Irish  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street 
R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  355. 

c.  By  irrigation  company. 

196.  The  service  to  which  the  patrons  of  an  irrigation  company  are 
entitled  should  be  measured  and  systematically  rotated,  so  that  every 
consumer  will  be  assured  of  his  due  share  of  water  in  his  proper 
turn.    Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

197.  The  practice  of  an  irrigation  company,  of  watering  growing 
crops  of  alfalfa  in  preference  to  other  crops,  on  the  theory  that  the 
former  crop  is  more  valuable,  is  unwarranted  and  discriminatory,  de- 
priving the  farmer  of  the  fundamental  right  of  exercising  his  discre- 
tion regarding  the  character  of  the  crop  to  be  grown  upon  his  land. 
Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1. 

d.  By  natural  gas  companies, 

198.  The  Public  Service  Commissions  law  does  not  prohibit  a  gas  com- 
pany from  giving  to  particular  persons  or  a  certain  locality  a  preference 
in  the  matter  of  its  service  of  gas,  thus  discriminating  against  other 
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persons  and  other  localities;  and  it  is  only  when  saeh  preference  is  undue 
or  unreasonable  and  the  discrimination  is  unjust,  that  the  Commission 
may  intervene.  North  Tonawanda  v.  Niagara  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  73. 

199.  The  fact  that  there  is  a  large  percentage  of  leakage  and  waste 
of  natural  gas  due  to  the  defective  condition  of  an  independently  owned 
pipe  line  does  not  justify  a  producing  company  in  discontinuing  service 
in  certain  cities  supplied  from  such  pipe  line  by  a  distributing  com- 
pany, except  at  a  flat  rate  for  gas  delivered  at  the  gate  of  the  pipe 
line,  where  it  appears  that  by  virtue  of  certain  agreements  such  line 
is  virtually  a  portion  of  the  producing  company's  plant  which  it  is  bound 
to  maintain  in  proper  condition.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  763. 

e.  By  railroad  companies, 

1.  In  general. 

200.  The  practice  of  a  railroad  company  of  reserving  accommodations 
without  additional  compensation  is  not  unduly  discriminatory  where  the 
company  furnishes  sufficient  accommodations  of  the  same  kind  for 
those  who  have  not  made  reservations.  Dean  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  106. 

201.  A  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  furnish  a  reasonable 
morning  hour  service  during  winter  months  to  shippers  of  milk  and 
cream  from  a  designated  point,  comparable  in  convenience  with  that 
accorded  to  other  shippers  located  on  the  same  line,  where  it  appeared 
practicable  to  give  such  service.  Milwaukee  Milk  &  C.  Shippers  Asso. 
V.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  263. 

202.  To  enable  the  Commission  to  avoid  discrimination  in  ordering, 
as  a  part  of  the  regular  freight  service  of  a  railroad,  the  operation  of  a 
train  to  meet  the  special  requirements  of  shippers  of  perishable  farm 
products,  it  should  appear  that  such  shipments  would  be  sufficient  in 
quantity  to  assure  a  reasonable  return  to  the  company  at  its  regular 
tariff.  Farmers'  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R 
1915E,  242. 

2,  As  to  transfer  service* 

203.  The  delegation  of  the  ri^t  by  contract  to  solicit  baggage  on 
trains  and  check  from  residences  and  hotels  to  one  company,  and  the 
denial  of  such  rights  or  privileges  to  other  companies,  is  not  undue 
discrimination;  but  privileges  or  concessions  in  or  about  depots,  sta- 
tion  groiuids,  or  buildings  should  be  equal  to  all  transfer  companiea 
Union  Transfer  v,  Arizona  Eastern  R.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  734. 

204.  The  exclusive  privilege  of  transferring  passengers  and  baggage 
to  and  from  a  railroad  station,  given  by  a  railroad  company  to  a  trans- 
fer company,  amounts  to  unjust  and  undue  discrimination  as  against 
a  competing  company,  and  will  be  forbidden  by  the  Indiana  Commission 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  intrastate  conunerce.  Steefanan  ▼.  Chicago  k  E 
L  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJt.l916B,  969. 
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S»  A8  to  use  of  terminal  faoWtiies* 

205.  The  transportation  which,  under  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24 
Stat,  at  L.  380,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8565),  §  3,  when  read  in 
connection  with  the  acts  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  684,  chap. 
3591,  Comp.  Stat  1913,  §  8563),  and  June  18,  1910  (36  Stat,  at  L.  646, 
chap.  309,  Comp.  Stat  1913,  §  8563),  must  be  furnished  to  all  upon 
equal  terms,  covers  the  entire  carriage  and  services  in  connection  with 
the  receipt  and  delivery  of  property  transported  in  interstate  traffic, 
including  the  use  of  terminal  facilities  in  connection  with  the  receipt 
and  delivery  of  carload  freight.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  United  States, 
P.U.R.1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  351,  69  L.  ed.  616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
370,  affirming  214  Fed.  445). 

206.  Reciprocal  switching  arrangements  between  a  carrier  and  three  of 
of  four  connecting  lines,  involving  an  exchange  of  traffic  which  varies 
greatly  in  amount,  d8  not  remove  the  discriminatory  character,  under 
the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  380,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat 
1913,  §  8565),  §  3,  of  the  practice  of  the  first  carrier  to  refuse  to  inter- 
change carload  freight  with  the  fourth  connecting  line  within  the 
switching  limits  of  a  city,  while  performing  such  service  in  connection 
with  the  other  connecting  carriers  within  such  switching  limits.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  v.  United  States,  P.U.R.1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  351, 
69  L.  ed.  616,  36  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  370,  affirming  214  Fed.  446). 

/.  By  telegraph  companies. 

207.  Telegraph  companies  furnishing  or  supplying  to  any  customer 
in  Boston  the  quotations  of  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  by  means 
of  ticker  or  ''stock  telegraph  system''  must  furnish  or  supply  them 
without  unjust  and  unreasonable  discrimination  to  all  customers  with- 
in the  district  or  districts  supplied  by  their  respective  services  who  will 
comply  with  all  lawful  regulations  connected  with  such  service,  and 
who  desire  such  quotations  for  lawful  and  proper  use.  Stock  Ticker 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1068. 

g.  By  telephone  companies* 

1.  In  general, 

208.  There  was  no  discrimination  by  an  operator  of  a  telephone  ex-  • 
change  in  permitting  a  nonsubscriber  to  make  a  call,  where  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  operator  knew  that  the  caller,  using  the  telephone 
of  a  subscriber,  was  not  the  subscriber.    Crider  v.  Waters  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1044. 

209.  A  telephone  company  which  does  not  extend  automaphone  serv- 
ice to  all  of  its  subscribers  who  desire  such  service,  and  are  willing 
to  pay  a  reasonable  additional  rental  therefor,  improperly  discrimi* 
nates  in  installing  automaphones  for  individuals  or  permitting  their 
installation,  §sad  it  must  furnish  the  service  to  all  who  demand  it  or 
remove  the  instrumenta  installed.  Re  Richland  Tele]^.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  12. 
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2,  FumUMng  messengers. 

210.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  furnish  messenger  service 
without  discrimination  where  nonsubscribers  are  called  for  by  patrons 
of  the  telephone  company  and  the  latter  are  willing  to  pay  for  such 
service.    Kavanagh  v.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  228. 

S*  As  to  physical  connection, 

211.  A  telephone  company  ord^ed  by  ^e  Commission  to  permit 
physical  connection  to  be  made  between  its  switchboard  at  a  hotel  and 
that  of  another  company  maintaining  telephones  in  all  rooms  was  held 
to  discriminate  in  failing  to  afford  other  hotels  with  dual  systems  the 
same  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  and  upon  the  same  terms. 
Wright-Diddnscm  Hotel  Co.  ▼.  Pacific  T^eph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJL 
1915F,  828. 

212.  The  mere  fact  that  a  telephone  company  which  refuses  to  afford 
physical  connection  between  its  lines  and  the  lines  of  another  company, 
through  the  exchange  of  a  third  company,  grants  such  facilities  to  a 
fourth  company,  does  not  show  that  the  latter  company  is  given  any 
undue  preference  thereby,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  com- 
panies are  similarly  situated  with  respect  to  such  service.  Blairsville 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Johnstown  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915E,  933. 

213.  A  telephone  company  which  has  opened  its  line  to  physical  con- 
nection and  services  for  another  telephone  company  upon  certain  terms 
can  be  required,  as  a  state  regulation  within  the  police  powers,  to  ac- 
cord the  same  facilities  and  conveniences  and  uses  to  other  telephone 
companies  upon  equal  terms,  although  such  companies  are  competitors 
of  the  company  with  which  physical  connection  has  previously  been 
made.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River  Teleph. 
k  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  902  (S.  C.  86  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885). 

F.  As  to  rules  governing  payment. 

a.  As  to  payments  in  advance, 

214.  A  rule  or  regulation  insuring  payment  for  future  service  should 
reduce  to  a  minimum  the  possibility  of  discrimination  by  the  utility 
in  its  application.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  717. 

215.  The  exaction  of  payment  in  advance  for  telephone  rental  for 
the  current  month  while  a  credit  of  one  month  is  extended  as  to  toll 
charges  is  not  discriminatory,  since  service  rentals  do  not  vary  from 
month  to  month  whereas  the  amount  of  toll  charges  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained until  after  the  service  is  rendered.  Re  Richland  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  12. 

b.  As  to  deposits  for  security, 

216.  The  question  whether  a  deposit  should  be  required  of  patrons 
of  a  Public  Service  corporation  to  insure  the  company  against  loss  from 
nonpayment  of  bills  should  not  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  employees 
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of  the  corporation;  but  if  a  depoeit  is  required  at  all,  it  should  be 
required  of  all  patrons  without  discrimination.  Re  Payment  for  Teleph. 
Service  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1015E,  951. 

217.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  requiring  a  deposit  of 
$5  from  regular  subscribers,  and  holding  it  for  one  year  as  a  guar- 
anty that  the  subscriber  will  pay  for  his  service  bills  and  will  retain 
service  for  the  full  contract  period  or  else  pay  a  cancelation  charge, 
which  is  not  exacted  from  subscribers  on  farmers*  lines  or  for  private 
branch  exchanges,  was  held. unreasonable  and  unjustly  discriminatory 
as  between  persons  and  classes  of  service  and  customers.  Re  Pacific 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  296. 

218.  Utilities,  in  permitting  consumers  of  metered  service  to  establish 
a  credit  by  making  a  cash  deposit,  have  the  right  to  make  such  elassi- 
fication  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  small  consumers  from  bearing 
the  burdens  of  large  consumers,  but  all  consumers  within  the  same 
class  must  make  the  same  deposit.  Re  Water,  G.  £.  k  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  717. 

e.  As  to  discounts  for  prompt  payment. 

219.  A  discount  of  1  per  cent  for  prompt  payment  of  bills  is  un- 
objectionable though  a  discount  of  not  exceeding  10  per  cent  is  pref- 
erable, but  a  **size  of  bill  discount"  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  dis- 
count for  quantity  is  objectionable  in  that  it  may  result  in  discrimi- 
nation. Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  1017. 

220.  Discounts  of  20  per  cent  on  bills  if  paid  by  the  5th,  10  per  cent 
if  paid  on  the  10th,  followed  by  discontinuance  of  service  if  not  paid 
by  the  12th  of  the  current  month,  were  held  to  be  much  larger  than 
necessary  to  secure  prompt  payment  and  to  differentiate  too  much  bc< 
tween  those  who  pay  on  the  various  days;  and  a  single  discount  of  10 
per  cent  for  payment  by  the  10th  of  the  month  was  held  ample. 
Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  512. 

d.  As  to  charging  long  distance  messages  to  telephone  at  point 

of  origin, 

221.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company  "reverses"  long-distance 
messages  from  subscribers  to  their  home  telephones  by  charging  them 
to  the  subscribers  at  their  request  does  not  show  that  a  rule  requiring 
each  subscriber  to  pay  for  all  long-distance  messages  originating  from 
his  telephone  has  been  abrogated  or  not  enforced  so  as  to  operate  as  a 
discrimination  against  a  subscriber  refusing  to  pay  for  messages  that 
he  does  not  O.  K.,  where  the  practice  is  permitted  for  the  benefit  of 
subscribers  and  without  loss  to  the  company,  and  has  no  relevancy  to 
the  rule  objected  to.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sharp, 
P.U.R.1915F,  418   (S.  C.  —  Ark.  —,  L.R.A.1915E,  323,  177  S.  W.  26). 

222.  The  mere  fact  that  long-distance  operators  would  sometimes 
request  subscribers  to  0.  K.  long-distance  messages  originating  from 
their  telephones  does  not  show  that  a  rule  requiring  subscribers  to  pay 
for  such  messages  has  been  abrogated  or  not  enforced  so  as  to  operate  as 
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a  discrimination  against  a  ■ubacriber  refusing  to  pay  for  messages 
that  he  does  not  0.  K.  Southwestern  Teleg.  k  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sharp, 
P.U.R.1915F,  418   (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  L.R.A.1915E,  323,  177  S.  W.  25). 

223.  The  mere  fact  that  on  two  occasions  a  telephone  company  did 
not  enforce  its  rule  requiring  each  subscriber  to  pay  for  all  long- 
distance messages  originating  from  his  telephone  does  not  amount  to  a 
discrimination  against  a  subscriber  claiming  the  right  to  O.  EL  such 
messages,  wh^e  the  company  otherwise  uniformly  attempted  to  enforce 
the  rule.  Southwestern  Teleg.  k  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sharp,  P.U.R.1915F,  418 
(S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  L.R.A.1915E,  323,  177  S.  W.  25). 

e,  Aa  to  pay  Btations, 

224.  Telephone  pay  stations  were  ordered  to  be  discontinued  in  order 
to  avoid  discrimination  among  subscribers,  and  to  save  investment  in 
equipment,  and  to  save  the  time  of  operators  in  supervising,  where  it 
speared  tiiat  only  a  small  part  of  the  business  telephones  were 
equipped  with  coin  boxes,  and  that  these  returned  no  revenue  to  the 
company.     Coady  v.  La  Crosse  Teleph.  Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1915A,  665. 

F/.  Remedies. 

225.  The  remedy  of  consumers  for  discrimination  in  rates  by  il  public 
service  corporation  is  ordinarily  an  action  at  law  for  damages,  and  not 
by  injunction.  The  complaint  of  the  interveners  fails  to  state  a  cause 
of  action  for  relief  by  injunction.  St.  Paul  Book  &  Stationery  Co.  v. 
St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  474  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  71,  L.R.A.  — , 
— ,  153  N.  W.  262). 

226.  A  commutation  rate  established  by  a  Commission  will  not  be 
enjoined  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  is  discriminatory,  since  not  every 
discrimination  is  unlawful.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers,  P.U.R 
1915D,  398  (S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330). 

VII.  Parties. 

227.  One  telephone  company  cannot  legally  complain  of  the  rates  and 
practices  of  another  telephone  company  operating  in  close  proximity  to 
it,  where  such  rates  and  practices  are  not  discriminatory  as  between 
the  latter  company  and  its  patrons,  especially  where  the  companies  are 
competing.  Melvern  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Carbondale  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.) 
P.UJ1.1915B,  216. 

Till.  Procedure. 

228.  The  value  of  a  telephone  company's  property,  its  earnings  and 
expenses,  and  the  adequacy  of  its  service,  need  not  be  considered  in  con- 
nection with  an  application  to  abolish  discrimatory  rates.  In  Re  Tri- 
County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  129. 

229.  It  cannot  be  held  that  an  order  of  a  Commission  is  void  because 
in  conflict  with  the  act  forbidding  the  Commission  to  enter  an  order 
giving  one  carrier  an  imfair  or  an  imequal  advantage  over  another, 
where  the  evidence  does  not  tend  to  show  that  any  such  advantage  was 
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giTen.    Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public  Utilities  CommiBsion, 
P.U.R.1915D,  133  (S.  C.  268  III.  49,  108  N.  E.  729). 

230.  A  complaint  against  one  operating  a  telephone  exchange  for  dis- 
crimination in  message  rates  or  toll  charges  was  dismissed  where  he  did 
not  own  the  telephone  lines  or  fix  the  toll  charges,  and  tiie  proof  of  dis- 
crimination was  meager.    Crider  ▼.  Waters  (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1044. 

DISnCFECTIOir. 

Of  cars,  see  Sanitation. 

DISMAITTLED  TULJXT. 

See  also  Property  not  in  Use. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  182. 

DISPUTED  TITLE. 

Effect  of  dispute  as  to  title  of  land  in  raluation  proceedings,  see 
Valuation,  88. 

DISSOLUTION. 

Sale  of  all  corporate  assets,  as  dissolution  of  corporation,  see  Con- 
solidation, Merger  and  Sale,  25. 

DISTRIBUTING  COMPANT. 

Company  distributing  water  for  compensation  as  a  public  utility, 
see  Public  Utilities,  16. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  rates  of  a  distributing  com- 
pany controlled  by  owners  of  producing  company,  see  Return, 
96. 

DISTRIBUTING  SYSTEM. 

Waste  of  natural  gas  by,  see  Natural  Gas,  3,  4. 
Not  to  be  valued  if  owned  by  another  company  and  charges  for 
power  reckoned  as  operating  expenses,  see  Valuation,  201. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  electricity  by  power  com- 
pany to  street  railway,  see  Commissions,  53. 

DISUSED  PLANT. 

See  also  Property  not  in  Use. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  182. 

DITCHES. 

See  also  Irrigation. 

Maintenance  of  private  ditches  by  irrigation  company,  see  Service, 
209. 

DIVSSRSITT  FACTOR. 

As  feature  of  rate  making  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  144. 
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DIVIDENDS. 

See  ge^ierally  Return. 

Effect  of  paying  in  dividends  moneys  properly  applicable  to  depre- 
ciationy  see  Depbeciation,  30-32. 

Order  of  Commission  approving  issuance  of  stock  as  carrying  no 
guaranty  of  dividends,  see  Orders,  11. 

Right  to  issue  securities  for  purpose  ol  stock  dividends,  see  Secur- 
ity Issues,  10. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  ability  to  pay,  in  permitting  issuanee 
of  securities,  see  Security  Issues^  139. 

Computing  dividends  which  should  have  been  paid  in  determining 
actual  investment,  see  Valuahoiv,  204. 

DXTXfllOK  OF  GOVTS. 

See  ilFFOBTIOKMBNT. 

DOCKS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  private,  see  COMMlSSlows,  2fJ. 
Right  of  public  to  use  private  dock  of  railroad,  see  Railroads,  4. 

DOIir<afr  TELEPHOKE  BUSIHCSS. 

What  constitutes,  see  T£le3>hones,  16. 

DOMESTIC  CONStJMEBS. 

Flat  water  rates  for,  see  Rates,  404. 

DOMESTIC  USE. 

Apportionment  as  between  fire  hydrant  B^d  don^estic  )ise  of-iv|iie]^ 

see  Apportionment,  32. 
Within  meaning  of  franchise  fixing  water  rates  for,  see  Rates, 

516. 
Right  of  consumers  paying  franchise  rate  "for  yard  hydrants  for 

the  purpose  of  sprinkling  lawns  and  for  donestic  use"  to  use 

water  for  sprinkling  gardens,  see  Service,  4!  3. 

DOKAT^OI  PROPEltTT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  acceptance  of,  see  Commissions, 

63. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  205-208. 

DpITBIiE  TRACKS. 

Necessity  of  consent  of  commissioners  for  double  tracking  street 
railway,  see  Street  Railways,  7. 

Necessity  of  statutory  permit  as  to  notice  a94  ^opsfnt  foi  df^}f 
tracking  street  railway  under  an  or^anc^  permitting)  and 
granting  the  right  of  way,  see  Street  Railw,4.y,  8. 

DBAIKS.  ,\'i 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix;,  ^•U.RJ015J'»  1070^ 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 11. 
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DBATS. 

Duty  of  regulating  not  imposed  upon  Conunission,  see  AvrouOBnxB, 

8. 
Nature  of  right  of,  on  highways,  see  HiaHWATS  akj>  Snusuis,  1. 

DUE  PROCES9. 

See  Ck)NSTiTUTiowAL  Law. 

DtnniAGE. 

As  discrimination,  see  Discbihination,  146. 

1.  Dunnage  consists  of  the  material  used  by  shippers  to  brace,  stay, 
support,  or  protect  in  transit,  goods  shipped  in  bulk,  not  including 
barrels,  boxes,  crates,  or  other  containers,  nor  mftterials,  ^vh  9m  ice 
or  stoves,  used  for  the  protection  of  perishable  goods.  Ee  Trans-Mis- 
souri Freight  Bureau  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  67. 

DVFXJOAnOK  COST. 

See  Repboduction  Cost. 

DUFUCATIOK  OF  FACIUTZW* 

See  also  Monopoly  and  Ck>MPETiTioN. 

Avoidance  of,  as  ground  for  sale  of  property  of  one  telephone  util« 
ity  to  another,  see  Consoudation,  Msbqis  and  Sau^  13« 

DUSK  TO  DAWK. 

Electric  service,  rates  tor,  see  Rates,  132. 

DtTSX  TO  MIDNIGHT. 

Electric  service,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  132. 

DUTIES. 

Of  Commissions,  see  CoiiiassioNS. 

DWEIXnrO  HOUSE. 

Rental  value  of  house  for  accommodation  of  bridge  tender  to  be  coa< 

sidered  as  part  of  bridge  income,  see  Return,  10. 
Allowance  for  value  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  193» 

SABI.T  I«OSSES. 

See  also  Losses. 

As  grounds  for  maintenance  for  existing  charges,  see  Ratbs»  218. 

Capitalization  of,  see  Valuation,  295-303. 

SARKIKO  POWER. 

Consideration  of,  in  ascertaining  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  ise 
RATES)  98,  99. 

BABimros. 

See  generally  RKTuur. 
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Present  and  prospectiye,  aa  element  to  be  considered  in  yaluation, 

see  Valuation,  22 
Capitalization  of,  as  measure  of  valu^  see  Valuation,  53-58. 
Valuaticm  of  property  paid  for  out  of,  see  Valuation,  203,  204. 

EABTH. 

Suspension  of  railroad  seryice  because  of  eaorth  slides,  see  QxsmjCE, 
132. 

EARTHQUAKE 

Security  issues  to  rebuild  warehouse  destroyed  by,  see  Sbcubitt 
ISSUBB,  111. 

EA8EMEHT8. 

Consideration  of,  in  yaluaticm  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  334. 

ECOKOMIO  COIIDIXIQH8. 

Power  of  Commission  to  adjust  rate  to  equalize,  see  CoiuossiONa, 
40. 

SOOKOMY. 

M  ground  for  permitting  sale  oi  one  electric  utility  to  another,  see 
Consolidation,  Mebgeb  and  Sale,  8. 

Presumption  that  utility  is  conducting  its  business  with,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3. 

One-man  traction  service  not  favored  by  Idaho  Commission  merely 
for  sake  of,  see  Retubn,  19. 

As  affecting  return,  see  Rbtubn,  116-120. 

EFFICIBNCT. 

Loss  of  value  not  dependent  upon  loss  of,  see  Depbboiation,  7. 

Percentage  of  present  value  of  electric  railroad,  to  value  new  as  in- 
dicating efficiency,  see  Depbeciation,  108. 

PresumptioA  that  utility  is  conducting  its  business  with,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3. 

Present  value  and  not  present  service  efficiency  as  basis  of  return, 
see  Retubn,  99. 

Of  management,  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  return,  see 
Return,  116-120. 


Equal  railway  facilities  into  and  out  of  city,  see  Sebviob,  264. 

SLBOTRIC  OEHERATOR. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  164. 

EIiEOTBIOITT. 
1.  In  general,  jf— a. 
II.  Conttrwition  and  equipment,  4,  5. 
Ill,  Certificatea  of  convenience,  franehiaee,  and  perwUta,  4^10^ 
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I.  In  general* 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  generally,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1016F,  1071. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service,  Appendix,  P.tJ.R.1915F,  1101. 

Accounting  by  electric  company,  see  Acoountino. 

Duty  of  municipality  operating  electric  plant  to  keep  separate  accounts, 
see  Accounting,  23. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  investment  of  utility  as  between  different 
departments,  see  Apportionment,  2-4,  31,  36. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  investment  where  utility  is  one  of  sev- 
eral corporations  jointly  engaged  in  managing  several  businesses, 
see  Apportionment,  38,  40. 

Burden  of  expense  of  altering  grounded  telephone  system  because  of 
construction  of  high  voltage  signal  system  on  railroads,  see  Appob- 
tionment,  76. 

Power  of  Commissions  to  regulate  sale  of  electricity  by  power  com- 
pany to  street  railway,  see  Commissions,  6S. 

Consolidation  of  electric  company,  see  Consoudation,  Mcbobb  and 
Sale. 

Depreciation  of  electric  plant,  see  Depreciation,  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 37-42. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for,  see  Discriminattoit,  generally  and  par- 
ticularly, 117-120. 

Rates  for,  charged  by  one  utility  to  another,  see  Inteboorporate 
Relations,  5. 

Ellectric  companies  constituting  public  utilities,  see  Pcblkj  UnLtriES, 
9-11,  13. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  generally  and  particularly,  130 — ^215. 

Method  of  measurement,  see  Rates,  142,  143. 

Place  for  keeping  records  of  electric  company,  see  Records,  3. 

Refund  on  account  of  excessive  charges,  see  Reparation. 

Return  of  electric  company,  see  Return,  generally  and  particularly, 
135-152. 

Allowance  for  breakdown  service  as  an  operating  expense,  see  RKTurn, 
24. 

Security  issues  by  electric  company,  see  Security  Issues. 

Service  by  electric  company,  see  Service,  generally  and  particularly, 
169-181. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  relocation  of  telephone  wires  be- 
cause of  construction  of  high  voltage  lines,  see  Service,  39. 

Abandfu^nent  of  service  by  electric  company,  see  Service,  112-115. 

Discontinuance  of  electric  service  because  of  unsafe  wiring,  see  Service. 
177. 

Sale  of  electric  current  by  street  railway  company  as  ultra  virea,  see 
Strett  Railways,  4. 

Valuation  of  property  of  electric  company,  see  Valuation. 

As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole^  wirCi  ^d  cabl&  lines 
of  telegraph,  telephone,  sjgnal*  ^ectric  power  and  aioular  oiccuits, 
'  i«e  WiBM  AND  .Cabua«  2. 
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1.  The  metliod  of  d«tarmining  the  peroentage  of  active  horse  power 
of  an  eleetrie  irtiMty  was  modified  to  elfmiiiate  regressive  features.  Be- 
loit  y.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

2.  The  cost  of  production  of  electricity  is  dependent  upon  the  load 
factor.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  A  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  1005. 

3.  In  order  to  arrive  at  a  condition  under  which  the  service  rendered 
by  a  hydrauHc-power  plant  furnishing  its  product  subject  to  the  vicis- 
situdes of  the  water  supply  would  be  equal  to  that  which  a  hypothetical 
steam  plant  operating  continuously  could  furnish,  it  is  necessary  to  as- 
sume a  situation  in  which  the  former  would  be  assisted  by  an  auxil- 
iary plant  of  some  kind.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  652. 

II.  Construction  and  equipment. 

Power  of  jurisdiction  to  order  removal  of  high  tension  transmission 

lines  from  vicinity  of  telephone  line  of  earlier  construction,  see  Oom- 

MISfllOtNS,  23. 
Validity  and  enforceability  of  franchise  provision  to  erect  and  maintain 

electric  lights  at  places  to  be  designated  by  municipal  authorities, 

see  Contracts,  2. 
Approval  of  system  of  marking  poles,  see  Poles,  1. 

4.  An  electric  company  was  ordered  to  ground  the  secondaries  of 
all  its  city  distributing  transformers.  Olney  v.  Central  Illinois  Public 
Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.IOISB,  212. 

5.  It  is  not  in  accordance  with  standard  practice,  nor  is  it  desirable 
to  require  the  insulation  of  high  tension  electric  transmission  lines, 
such  lines  being  safe,  with  certain  precautions  as  to  insulation.  Olney 
V.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  212. 

III.  Certificates  of  convenience,  franchises,  and  permits. 

Denial  of  application  for  certificate  of  convenitoce  and  necessity  for  the 
construction  of  a  transmission  line  as  affecting  action  on  subsequent 
application,  see  Obders,  8. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certifioate  of  convenience  for  electric  util- 
ity, P.U.R.1915B,  296;  P.UJt.l915E,  847. 

6.  The  Iowa  Conunission  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  ,a  franchise  to 
build,  construct,  reconstruct,  equip,  maintain,  and  operate  a  trans- 
mission line  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  electricity  for  light,  heat,  and 
power.    Maher  v.  Jackson  &  Clinton  Counties  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1915A,  450. 

7.  A  franchise  was  granted  to  an  individual  to  build,  construct, 
reconstruct,  equip,  maintain,  and  operate  a  transmission  line  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  electricity  for  light,  heat,  and  power,  subject 
to  the  conditions  that  it  should  not  interfere  with  the  use  of  public 
highways  or  private  lands,  and  that  it  be  constructed  and  operated  in 
accordance  with  approved  standards  in  order  to  secure  safety  and  efii- 
ciency  in  operation.  Maher  v.  Jackson  &  Clinton  Counties  (Iowa) 
P.U.R.1915A,  450. 

8.  An  ordinance  of  a  mimicipality  granting  an  electric  company 
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the  right  to  erect  wires  over  a  highway  was  afkproved,  and  the  oertificate 
of  public  convexiience  granted  on  condition  that  such  action  should  not 
be  construed  as  a  grant  of  authority  to  furnish  service  in  such  munlcr 
ipality.    Re  Lehigh  Nav.  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A,  773. 

9.  The  Iowa  Railway  &  Light  Company  was  granted  a  twenty-five 
year  franchise  to  build,  construct,  reconstruct,  equip,  maintain,  and 
operate  a  transmission  line  for  the  purpose  of  09nducting  electricity 
for  liglit,  power,  and  heating  purposes  from  the  north  limits  of.  the 
city  of  Cedar  Rapids  to  the  south  town  limits  of  Shellsburg  for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  electric  light  and  power  to  the  towns  of  Shells- 
burg and  Palo  and  to  the  rural  communities  located  along  such  line. 
Iowa  R.  &  hif^i  Co.  y.  Linn  &  Benton  Counties  (la.)  P.U.E.1;D15F, 
587. 

10.  A  franchise  for  the  period  of  twenty-five  years  was  granted  to 
the  Grinnell  Electric  &  Heating  Company  to  build  and  operate  an 
electric  transmission  line  between  Grinnell,  Poweshiek  county,  and 
Kellogg,  Jasper  county,  Iowa,  such  line  to  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  approved  standards  and  in  compliance  with  the  Iowa  statutes. 
Grinnell  Electric  Sl  Heating  Co.  ▼.  Poweshiek  k  Jasper  Counties  (Iowa) 
P.U.R.1915A,  933. 

ELECTRIC  UOHTINCL 

Construction  of  bids  for,  as  judicial  question,  see  Commissioits,  48. 

ELECTRIC  RAILWAY. 

See  INTEBUBBAN  RAILWAYS;   StBEET  RAILWAYS. 

ElfCTRIC  8IOK. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  170. 

ELEVATORS. 

Right  of  coal  and  grain  elevator  to  special  grist  mill  rate  for  elec- 
tricity, see  Ratsb,  169. 

ELOaiTATION. 

Of  grade  crossings,  «ee  Cbossihos. 

EIIER6EHCIE8. 

Telephone  service  at  night,  see  Sebviob,  418. 

Adequacy  of  street  car  service  for  emergency  traffic,  see  Sisvicn, 

305,  318. 
Valuation  of  property  used  only  in,  see  Valuation,  179,  180. 

EMERGENCY  PLANT. 

Right  of  consumers  of  electric  power  to  install,  see  Service,  174. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  the  question  of  l^ality 
of  condemnation  proceedings,  see  Commissions,  36. 
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Burden  of  proof  as  to  yalue  of  property  condemned,  see  EymaixcE, 

1.  An  individual  applicant  for  a  franchise  to  construct  and  operate 
a  transmission  line  was  ordered  to  have  authority  and  be  possessed  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain.  Maher  ▼.  Jackson  &  Clinton  Counties 
(Iowa)  P.U.R.1915A,  450. 

'EMPLOTEE8. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbdonation,  79-82. 

Different  rates  of  discount  in  favor  ot  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 

CBZKIKATION,  60. 

Of  Commission,  admissibility  of  evidence  by,  see  Evidenob,  52. 

SKPORSEMENT. 

Amount  paid  stockholders  to  secure  endorsement  to  note  of  utility 
not  to  be  r^arded  in  nature  of  bond  discount,  see  Bond  Dis- 
count, 

ENFOROEMENT. 

Of  payment  for  service,  see  Patment,  76-99. 

JSHOnnSERIKO  EXPENSES. 

Findings  of  Commission  as  to  allowance  for,  approved  by  trial  court 
not  disturbed  upon  review,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  35. 

AUowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuahow,  24,  104,  114-117,  137- 
140,  141. 

EirOIllEERS* 

Weight  to  be  given  testimony  of  commission  engineers,  see  Evi- 
dence, 54. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  estimates  of,  in  valuation,  see  Yalct- 
AUON,  84. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  testimony  of  oommission  eqgineers, 
see  Witnesses,  2. 

BQtTAI«  PROTEOTIOir. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1-21. 

BQUIPXENT. 

See  Constbuction  and  Equipment. 

EQUTTT. 

Valuation  of  equity  of  redemption,  see  Valuation,  362. 

iERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Review. 

ESTIMATES. 

Of  operating  expenses  not  accepted  for  ratemaking  purposes,  see 
Accounting,  25. 
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Use  of,  in  Valuation  proceedrngs,  see  Valuation,  6. 
Of  engineers,  consideration  to  be  given  to  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
84. 

ESTOPPEIi. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072.     . 
By  part  performance  of  contract  to  render  free  service,  see  Disobimi- 
NATION,  92. 

Of  legislature  to  reduce  rates  of  street  railway  fixed  by  municipal 
ordinance,  see  Lbqislatcbe,  2. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  appears  at  the  hearing  and  offers  such 
*  evidence  as  it  chooses  in  strpport  of  its  answer,  and  against  the  allega- 
tion that  a  local  rate  was  unreasonable,  cannot  contend  that  the  order 
subsequently  entered  in  the  proceeding  is  void  because  of  a  failure  to 
give  notice  to  the  railroad,  and  the  only  notice  received  was  that  there 
would  be  a  hearing  on  the  complaint  which  prayed  for  the  establish- 
ment of  through  rates.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  133  (S.  C.  268  111.  49,  108  N.  E. 
729). 

2.  An  ordinance  will  not  be  held  invalid  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
granted  to  an  illegally  incorporated  company,  where  the  company  itself 
is  asserting  the  illegality  of  its  own  incorporation  to  escape  certain 
of  its  obligations  under  the  ordinance.  Glen  Rock  t.  Bergen  Aqueduct 
Co.   (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  937. 

3.  Where  a  street  railtray  company  and  the  counties  interested 
consent  to  the  making  of  an  order  by  the  Board  of  Utility  Commission- 
ers, requiring  the  railway  company  to  connect  its  lines  running  to  each 
side  of  a  county  bridge,  lay  its  tracks,  and  operate  its  lines  across*  tfa6 
bridge,  and  it  complies  with  such  order,  it  is  estopped  to  deny  the 
power  of  the  Board  to  make  the  order  to  which  it  consented  and  of 
which  it  has  availed  Itself  as  a  privilege  to  use  the  bridge.  Public 
Service  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  224  (S.  C.  87  N. 
J.  L.  260,  93  Atl.  685). 

EVIDENCE. 

/.  In  general,  1,  2. 
II,  Presumptions  and  burden  of  proof,  3^40^ 
a.  In  general,  3—7. 

h.  As  to  reasonableness  of  legislative  requirements,  8,  9* 
o.  As  to  reasonableness  of  franchise  requirements,  10, 

d.  As  to  reasonableness  of  orders  of  Commission,  ll'^3* 

e.  As  to  voluntary  rates,  24^27, 

/..  AS  to  rates  altawed  to  become  effective,  2S. 

g.  As  to  proposed  increase  in  rates,  2&'~39, 

h.  As  to  unrectsonableness  of  existing  rates,  40^40. 

i.  As  to  value  of  property  in  condemnation  prooeedingmf 
47. 

j.  As  to  validity  of  past  security  issues,  4S,  40. 
Ill,  Admissilrtlity  generally,  &0^(^. 
IT.  Sufjlcienoy  generally,  (i4^62. 
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/.  Jn  general, 

Abetract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 

1.  Reports  or  returns  made  by  public  utilities  as  required  by  the 
Oregon  Commission,  and  reports  and  investigations  made  by  members 
of  the  Commission's  staff,  are  considered  by  the  Commission  in  a  rate 
inquiry  only  so  far  as  introduced  in  evidence  or  made  of  record  in  an 
unmistakable  manner.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.IOISD,  855. 

2.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  not  authorized  to  accept  a  valu- 
ation of  a  public  service  corporation  made  by  a  municipal  Public  Service 
Commission,  but  must  determine  the  fair  present  value  of  property 
after  notice  and  opportunity  to  be  heard  has  been  given  to  the  utility. 
West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
482. 

II,  Presumptions  and  Inirden  of  proof, 

a.  In  general. 

3.  It  will  be  presumed  that  a  utility  is  conducting  its  business 
wHb  economy  and  efficiency,  upon  the  hearing  of  a  complaint  that  its 
business  methods  are  bad.  Public  Service  O)mmission  v.  Tonopah  Sewet 
Sl  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915F,  95. 

4.  In  a  proceeding  for  an  increase  in  charges  for  water  supplied 
for  irrigation,  it  will  be  presumed  that  there  has  been  some  increase 
in  revenue  from  a  possible  increase  in  service  capacity,  where  a  belief 
was  expressed  in  prior  proceedings  that  the  company,  if  it  chose,  could 
serve  a  greater  area.  Re  Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  978. 

5.  A  complainant,  by  showing  an  unexplained  difference  in  passen- 
ger rates  between  main  and  branch  lines  of  a  railroad,  establishes  a 
prima  facie  case  of  discrimination,  and  the  proof  of  the  reasonableness 
of  auch  discrimination  being  exclusively  in  the  possession  of  the  rail- 
road  company,  it  becomes  its  duty  to  produce  it.  Peterson  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.I915D,  749. 

0.  Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  Railroad  Commission  may 
decide  that  it  will  not  assume  control  of  suburban  railways  less  than  10 
miles  in  length,  one  claiming  that  a  railway  company  that  issued  securi- 
ties without  the  approval  of  the  Railroad  Commission  was  exempt 
from  the  control  of  the  Commission  has  the  burden  of  showing  that  the 
ConmiisBion  had  decided  that  the  railway  was  a  suburban  railway  less 
than  10  miles  in  length,  and  that  it  had  decided  not  to  assume  control 
of  such  railway.  Davis  v.  Watertown  Nat.  Bank,  P.U.R.1915E,  631 
(S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S.  W.  593). 

7.  It  will  be  presumed  that  a  telephone  company  which  entered 
into  a  contract  upon  the  sale  of  its  system,  whereby  its  stockholders 
are  to  be  given  free  service,  has  authority  to  execute  a  subsequent  con- 
tract abrogating  such  privilege,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  it  had 
no  such  authority.  Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  CJa  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  963. 
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h,  Aa  to  reasonahleneas  of  legislative  requiremenze. 

8.  The  burden  of  showing  that  compliance  with  a  statute  requir- 
ing the  building  and  maintenance  of  depots  for  the  comfort  of  passen- 
gers and  protection  of  shippers  of  freight  in  towns  and  villages  of  a  cer- 
tain population  would  be  confiscatory  is  upon  the  railroad  company. 
State  Pubiic  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Beck  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  879  (S.  C.  267  111.  93,  107  N.  E.  774). 

9.  A  5  cent  street  railway  fare  complained  of,  which  has  not  only 
been  in  force  for  many  years,  but  which  agrees  with  a  maximum  rate  of 
fare  long  prescribed  by  the  legislature,  is  presumed  to  be  reasonable. 
Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

o,  Aa   to  reasonahlenesa   of  franchise   requirements. 

10.  The  burden  is  upon  a  water  company  to  prove  that  a  request  for 
an  extension  of  service,  made  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  the 
company's  franchise,  is  unjust  and  unreasonable,  and  it  will  be  granted 
where  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  the  rates  to  be 
received  for  such  extension  service  are  not  fair  and  adequate,  and  tiie 
presiunption  is  dear  that,  if  the  extension  is  made,  additional  business 
would  be  secured  by  the  defendant  company.  Marlinton  y.  Marlinton 
Service  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915E,  277. 

d.  As  to  reasonableness  of  orders  of  Comn^ission. 

Validity  of  statute  making  findings  of  Commission  prima  facie  evidence 
in  action  by  shipper  to  recover  from  a  carrier  damages  awarded 
by  the  Commission,  see  CoNSTrrunoNAL  Law,  28. 

11.  Every  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  action  of 
the  Commission  where  it  has  general  regulatory  powers,  and  the  bur- 
den is  upon  the  complaining  party  to  show  that  its  action  was  con- 
trary to  law.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.UJL1915C,  902  (S.  0.  86  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  886). 

12.  The  burden  is  upon  the  carriers  to  overcome  the  presvmption 
that  the  rates  ordered  established  by*  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
are  reasonable.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1916D,  377  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

13.  The  same  presumption  of  reasonableness  attaches  to  rates  estab- 
lished by  a  state  Commission  as  to  rates  voluntarily  established  and 
maintained  by  carriers.    Re  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  860. 

14.  The  findings  of  a  Public  Service  Commission  on  the  question  of 
the  reasonableness  of  rates  are  to  be  taken  by  the  court  as  prima  facie 
correct,  and  should  not  be  interfered  with  without  clear  and  satisfac- 
tory evidence  that  the  action  of  the  Commission  was  imreasonable  or 
unlawful.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916D,  398 
(S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330). 

16.  Findings  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  on  a  claim  by 
a  shipper  for  reparation  because  of  rebating  and  unreasonable  rates, 
which  plainly  import  that  the  amounts  awarded  represent  the  claimant's 
actual  pecuniary  loss,  must  be  presumed,  there  being  no  showing  to  the 
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coiitrar7,  to  have  been  justified  by  the  eridence,  wber e  there  is  a  recital 
in  the  Commission'B  report  that  the  findings  are  based  upon  the  evidence 
adduced.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  1072  (8.  C.  236 
U.  S.  412,  69  L.  ed.  644,  35  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A. 
311,  211  Fed.  786). 

16.  A  clear  and  definite  showing  that  an  order  of  the  railroad  Com- 
mission fixing  the  relation  and  apportionment  of  existing  rates  for  in- 
trastate freight  transportation  over  two  or  more  distinct  railroads  will 
inevitably  invade  a  carrier's  property  rights  must  be  made  before  the 
court  will  relieve  the  carrier  entirely  of  the  duty  to  observe  the  rule 
which  by  statute  is  deemed  prima  facie  reasonable  and  just.  State  ex 
rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  y.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  105 
(8.  C.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  68  So.  729). 

17.  Where,  under  the  statute,  a  rule  duly  promulgated  by  the  Rail- 
road Commission  is  prima  facie  reasonable  and  just,  the  burden  is 
upon  the 'carrier  to  clearly  show  by  convincing  evidence  that  the  rule 
is  invalid  as  applied  to  it.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East 
Coast  R,  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  105  (8.  C.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  68  So. 
729). 

18.  Where  a  respondent  railroad  company  avers  the  illegality  of 
an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  forbidding  special  charges  for  the 
transportation,  of  passengers  over  river  bridges,  and  does  not  present 
evidence  on  which  the  court  may  adjudicate  the  legality  of  the^rder, 
\ihe  prinui  facie  legal  character  of  the  order  stands,  making  it  enforce- 
able by  mandamus.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast 
R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  114  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  473,  68  So.  727). 

19.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  carrier  to  clearly  show  by  convincing 
evidence  that  the  service  required  in  the  entire  traffic  to  which  an 
order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  applies  would,  under  the  order,  be 
rendered  without  just  compensation,  by  showing  the  cost  of  respondent's 
entire  intrastate  service,  to  which  the  order  applies,  the  receipts  there- 
from, the  value  of  the  property  properly  apportioned  to  and  devoted  to 
such  intrastate  traffic,  and  the  practical  effect  of  applying  the  order. 
State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
114  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  473,  68  So.  727). 

20.  Rule  15  of  the  rules  governing  the  transportation  of  freight,  for- 
mulated and  prescribed  by  the  Railroad  Commissioners,  prohibiting, 
among  other  things,  any  charge  whatever  by  a  "railroad  having  the  line 
haul,  for  placing  for  loading  an  empty  car  at  any  warehouse  or  other 
point  on  its  own  line  or  side  track,  or  for  switching  the  loaded  car  to 
or  from  the  same,  either  for  delivery  or  transportation,"  is  valid  upon 
its  face,  and  a  carrier  which  resists  its  enforcement  has  the  burden  of 
proving  that  the  rule  operates  to  deny  the  carrier  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation for  a  special  or  additional  service.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs. 
V.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  355  (8.  C.  69  Fla.  491,  L.R.A. 
—,—,68  So.  761). 

21.  The  orders  of  the  Railroad  Commissioners  directing  the  estab- 
lishment of  stations  by  railroad  companies  and  common  carriers  in  the 
state  will  be  accorded  the  force  and  weight  required  by  the  statute;  but, 
if  it  appears  that  such  orders  were  made  indisputably  contrary  to  the 
evidence,  or  without  any  evidence,  the  character  of  prima  facie  rea- 
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Bonableness  will  be  destroyed  thereby,  and  the  order  will  be  deemed 
to  be  arbitrary,  and  therefore  made  without  the  consideration  the  stat- 
ute requires  to  be  given  such  matters  by  the  Railroad  Conunissioners. 
State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C, 
207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906). 

22.  The  authority  number  issued  to  carriers  by  the  Commission  upon 
the  filing  of  their  rates  indicates  simply  that  the  tariff  has  been  regu- 
larly filed  and  has  become  a  part  of  the  records  of  the  Commission, 
but  it  is  no  evidence  of  the  reasonableness  of  such  rates.  Parlin  &  O. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  460. 

23.  The  order  of  the  Commission  reviewed  in  this  case,  is  an  order 
eompelling  the  operation  of  a  Sunday  local  day  passenger  train.  The 
trial  court  declined  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  pecuniary  loss  or 
profit.  The  order  of  the  Commission  being  by  statute  prima  facie  rea- 
sonable, and  the  burden  being  on  the  appellant  upon  all  issues  raised 
by  the  appeal,  we  are  obliged  to  assume  that  the  order  did  not  impose 
a  financial  burden.  State  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1916D,  467 
(S.  C.  130  Minn.  67,  153  N.  W.  247). 

#.  Aa  to  voluntary  rates* 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  voluntary  charge,  see  Rates,  19. 

2|^A  rate  voluntarily  established  by  a  public  utility  must  be  re- 
garded as  prima  facie  reasonable.  Home  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  687. 

25.  That  a  proposed  rate  has  been  voluntarily  made  over  substantial- 
ly all  of  the  railroad  mileage  in  the  state  is  some  evidence  of  its  reason- 
ableness. Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  25  (S.  C.  77  N. 
H.  437,93  Atl.  306). 

'  26.  It  will  be  assumed  that  a  commodity  rate  voluntarily  estab- 
lished is  not  so  low  as  to  deprive  the  carrier  of  a  fair  return,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding attacking,  as  discriminatory,  the  same  charge  for  transporting 
the  commodity  a  shorter  distance,  so  that  the  Commission,  in  finding 
the  rate  is  discriminatory,  will  order  a  reduction  for  the  short  haul 
rather  than  an  increase  for  the  long  haul.  Colburn  v.  Florence  &  C.  C. 
R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  554. 

27.  Rates  influenced  by  competitive  conditions  do  not  come  under 
the  provision  of  the  staltute  that  ''the  lowest  rate  published  or  charged 
by  any  railway  company  for  substantially  the  same  kind  of  service, 
whether  in  this  or  another  state,  shall,  when  introduced  in  evidence,  be 
accepted  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  reasonable  rate  for  the  service 
under  investigation."  Nebraska  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B. 
A  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  64. 

/.  As  to  rates  allowed  to  hecotne  effective, 

28.  The  fact  that  certain  proposed  railroad  rates  have  been  allowed 
to  become  effective  in  interstate  service  as  well  as  within  several  states, 
while  of  no  controlling  importance  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  similar   rates   in   a   particular   state,   raises   a   strong   presumption 
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in  favor  of  their  reasonableness.    Railroad  Passeiiger  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

fjf.  As  to  proposed  increase  In  rates. 

Allegations  in  eomplaint  seeking  incresfle  in  rates  considered  as  denied 
by  burden  resting  <ui  aippUoant  of  proving  reasonable  necessity  there- 
for, see  Pleading,  4. 

29.  The  burden  of  proving  the  reascmableness  of  a  proposed  increase 
in  a  rate  schedule  rests  upon  the  utility  asking  therefor.  Re  Joplin 
Waterworks  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  125. 

30.  A  public  service  company  seeking  to  raise  a  rate  already  rela- 
tively high  must  assume  the  burden  of  establishing  not  only  what  it 
claims  to  be  its  own  needs,  but  that  the  proposed  price  will  be  fair  and 
reasonable  to  its  customers.  Natick  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
655. 

31.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  disapprove  of  proposed  in- 
creases in  railroad  passenger  fares  where  the  companies  fail  to  sustain 
the  burden  of  proving  their  reasonableness.  Re  Increased  Passenger 
Rates  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  161. 

32.  A  substantial  increase  in  the  general  office  and  management  ex- 
penses of  a  public-service  corporation  throws  the  burden  of  justifying 
such  increase  upon  the  company.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  618. 

33.  The  Public  Utilities  act  applicable  to  the  Philippine  Islands  im- 
poses upon  the  public  utilities  proposing  an  increase  of  rates  the  bur- 
den of  showing  such  an  increase  is  just  and  reasonable.  Re  Philippine 
Shipowners'  Asso.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  724. 

34.  Undef  the  Pennsylvania  statute  placing  the  burden  of  proving 
the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  increase  of  rates  upon  the  carrier, 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  evidence  produced  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  Com- 
mission, acting  fairly  and  oideavoring  to  rieach  a  correct  conclusion, 
that  the  rates  as  they  are  increased  are  reasonable  and  just.  West 
Virginia  Pulp  A  Paper  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P,U.R.1916D, 
11. 

35.  The  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  ad- 
vance in  wood-pulp  rates  by  the  restoration  of  wood  pulp  to  class  D 
ctHumodities  was  held  sustaiiied  upon  testimony  that  such  increased 
rates  were  not  greater  than  those  upon  similar  commodities  with  the 
exception  of  one  commodity  of  minor  importance,  and  that  the  rail- 
road eompanies  were  passing  through  a  period  of  decreased  net  reve- 
nue, although  there  was  some  evidence  that  wood-pulp  rates  were  lower 
in  other  jurisdictions.  West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.tJ.R.1915D,  11. 

36.  The  burden  of  proving  that  any  specific  increases  in  intrastate 
railroad-passenger  fares  are  reasonable  is  not  sustained  by  showing 
merely  that  the  carrier  is  transacting  all  or  some  part  of  its  business, 
both  interstate  and  intrastate  at  less  than  a  reasonable  return  or  at  a 
loss,  without  evidence  of  at  least  an  approximate  value  of  the  property 
employed  in  intrastate  passenger  service,  or  without  evidence  of  the  cost 


Digitized  by 


Google 


i74  BVIDENCB,  II.  h. 

of  Buch  service.    Re  Increased  Passenger  Rates  (N.  J.)   P.UJR.1015By 
161. 

37.  Proof  that  a  prosperous  city  had  already  apportioned  all 
revenues  derived  from  its  tax  levy,  unsupported  by  any  evidence  of  its 
inability  to  meet  its  legitimate  bills  from  other  sources,  was  held  in- 
sufficient to  show  that  an  increase  in  the  rates  of  water  supplied  to  it 
by  a  water  company  should  not  be  permitted  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  beyond  the  reasonable  ability  of  the  city  to  pay  therefor.  Re  San 
Jose  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

38.  In  the  absence  of  statute,  the  mere  fact  that  lower  railroad  com- 
mutation rates  have  prevailed  for  three  years  prior  to  an  increase  is 
not  sufficient  to  cast  upon  the  railroad  company  the  burden  of  proof 
that  such  increase  is  reasonable;  nor  should  such  burden  be  cast  upon 
it  on  the  theory  that  the  knowledge  which  pertains  to  the  subject  is 
peculiarly  within  its  control,  in  view  of  the  regulations  which  have 
been  imposed  upon  railroad  corporations  and  of  the  requirements  which 
have  been  enforced  against  them  for  public  reports  of  all  of  the  details 
of  their  operations.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  Co^miission,  P.U.R.1916D,  423  (S.  C.  215  N.  Y.  241, 
L.Rj^.— ,  — ,  109  N.  E.  252,  affirming  159  App.  Div.  646,  145  N.  Y. 
Supp.  513). 

39.  A  commission  ruling  in  a  proceeding  attacking  the  reasonable- 
ness of  increases  in  conmiutation  rates,  that  respondent  railroad  cor- 
porations have  not  succeeded  by  the  evidence  and  arguments  presented 
by  them  in  overcoming  the  presumption  that  the  increases  complained 
of  were  unjust  and  unreasonable,  cannot  be  said  merely  to  have  affected 
the  order  of  proof,  but  is  evidence  of  an  improper  assumption  that  the 
burden  of  the  case  rested  on  the  railroad  companies  rather  than  on  the 
complainant  attacking  the  rates,  and  was  therefore  prejudicial.  People 
ex  rel.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Conunission, 
P.U.R.1915D,  423  (S.  C.  215  N.  Y.  241,  LJLA.— ,  — ,  109  N.  E.  252, 
affirming  159  App.  Div.  546,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  513). 

h.  Ab  to  unreasondMenesa  of  existing  rates. 

No  question  of  burden  of  proof  in  investigation  to  determine  reasonable- 
ness of  existing  rates,  see  Rates,  270. 

40.  A  railroad  company  sustains  the  burden  of  showing  that  higher 
rates  for  passenger  traffic  on  branch  lines  than  is  charged  on  its  main 
lines  are  not  discriminatory  by  evidence  that  the  passenger  traffic  on 
the  main  line  is  remunerative  and  profitable,  while  such  traffic  on  its 
branch  lines  is  conducted  at  a  loss.  Peterson  y.  Oregon  Short  Line  R. 
Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  749. 

41.  A  railroad  company  does  not  sustain  the  burden  of  proving  that 
a  rate  on  a  certain  commodity  between  designated  points  in  one  state 
is  unreasonably  low,  by  comparing  the  car  mile  earnii^  on  such  com- 
modity in  relation  to  the  car  mile  earnings  on  all  conunodities  with  the 
relative  car  mile  earnings  on  the  same  commodity  for  a  single  distance 
in  another  state.    Re  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  850. 

42.  The  burdBi  is  upon  a  utility  to  show  the  unreasonableness  and 
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inad^uacy  of  existiiig  ratee^  in  applying  for  autkority  to  make  ^n  in- 
crease.   Re  Maoon  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.IU915E,  648. 

43.  The  burden  of  establishing  that  a  5-cent  fare  ^ne  is  unjust  or 
unreasonable  or  unjustly  discriminatory  or  unduly  preferential,  so  as 
to  vest  the  Commission  with  power  of  reviBion,  is  upon  the  complain- 
ing party.  Lippincott  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
794. 

44.  The  rule  that  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  rates  complained 
ol  are  unreasonable  rests  on  the  complainants  in  all  proceedings  insti« 
tuted  before  the  Public  Service  Commission  against  public  servioe  cor* 
porations  to  review  a  change  of  rates  has  not  been  abrogated  by  statute 
(New  York  Laws  1914,  chapter  240)  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  telephone 
companies  and  all  other  pubHc  service  corporations  except  common  car* 
riers.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916F,  726  (S.  C.  169  App.  Div.  448,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098). 

46.  An  order  of  the  Public  Service  Commissiim  regulating  telephone 
rates  upon  complaint  that  the  rates  were  unreasonable  cannot  be  sus- 
tained where  no  effort  was  made  by  complainant  to  fix  the  value  of  the 
property  or  to  show  that  the  rates  charged  produced  more  than  a  fair 
and  reasonable  return  upon  the  investment,  since  the  burden  of  estab- 
lishing that  the  rates  complained  of  are  unreasonable  rests  on  the  com- 
plainant in  such  a  case.  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pub- 
lic Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F,  725  (S.  C.  169  App.  Div.  448, 
164  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093). 

46.  Upon  an  investigation  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  passenger 
rates  of  steam  railroads  in  the  state  of  Colorado,  it  was  held  that 
every  reasonable  doubt  in  the  minds*  of  the  Commission  as  to  the  rea- 
sonableness of  such  rates  would  be  decided  in  favor  of  the  railroad 
companies.    Re  Argentine  &  G.  P.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  78. 

I.  As  to  value  of  property  in  condemnation  proceedinga, 

47.  Whatever  the  order  of  presenting  testimony  may  be,  the  burden 
of  showing  the  value  of  property  sought  to  be  condemned  rests.  In  the 
fhrst  instance,  on  its  owner.  Re  Marin  Mimicipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

j,  A8  to  validity  of  past  security  issues, 

48.  The  approval  of  past  issnes  of  stocks  and  bonds  of  a  utility 
hy  the  public  authorities  must  be  regarded  as  conclusive  evidence,  so 
far  as  the  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  is  concerned  in 
fixing  rates,  that  the  security  issues  represented  legitimate  investment 
not  excessive  for  the  purpose.  New  Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  264. 

49.  The  approval  by  the  Massachusetts  Commission,  of  stocks  and 
bonds  issued  by  a  street  railway  company  imder  statutes  making  it 
necessary  for  the  Commission  to  find  that  the  issues  were  reasonably 
necessary  for  lawful  corporate  purposes  before  it  could  give  its  ap- 
proval, was  regarded  as  conclusive  evidence,  so  far  as  the  Commission 
was  concerned  in  fixing  rates  of  fare,  that  the  securities  represented 
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legitimate  iiiTestment,  not  excessive  for  the  purpose,  and  as  strong 
presumptive  evidence  that  the  investment  was  '"prudently"  made  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule  that  capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested 
must  be  taken  as  the  controlling  factor  in  fixing  the  basis  for  comput- 
ing rates.    Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Ck>.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  870. 

///.  Admissihility  generally. 

Effect  of  erroneous  admission  by  Ck)mmi88ion  of,  see  AppeaIi  and  Rs- 

VIKW,  1. 
Waiver  oi  objection  as  to  admission  of  evidence,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 21, 
Admissibility  of  evidence  that  proposed  rate  is  confiscatory,  see  Rates, 

1. 
Admissibility  of  injunction  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  the 
defendant  for  alleged  violation  of  statute,  see  Criminal  Law,  2. 

t 
50.  The  Commission,  in  making  an  appraisal  of  the  property  of  a 
street  railway  company,  may  consider  an  inventory  made  some  years 
previously  by  the  utility,  and  found  in  its  files.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W. 
887). 

61.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  the  value  of  real  estate  will 
not  be  stricken  out  by  the  California  Commission  merely  on  the  ground 
that  the  method  used  by  him  in  ascertaining  such  value  differs  from 
the  method  employed  by  other  witnesses,  but  the  Commission  will  con- 
sider the  evidence  and  methods  of  the  witness  and  give  to  his  testi- 
mony the  weight  to  which  it  seems  entitled.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

52.  The  testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  the  value  of  real  estate  In  a 
proceeding  before  the  California  Commission  to  determine  the  value  of 
the  property  of  a  water  company  for  municipal  purchase  will  not  be 
stricken  out  on  the  groimd  that  he  is  an  employee  of  the  Commission 
and  was  instructed  by  the  Commissioner  conducting  the  hearing  to 
prepare  and  present  a  report  on  the  value  of  the  lands.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

53.  Evidence  that  other  persons  in  a  community  are  enjoying  the 
use  of  business  telephone  service  at  residence  telephone  rates  in  no  wise 
enters  into  the  determination  of  whether  a  telephone  instrument  in- 
stalled in  a  veterinary  surgeon's  residence  should  take  a  business  or  a 
residence  telephone  ratet.  Onterville  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheppard  (S.  D*) 
P,U.R.1915A,  612. 

IV.  Suffioieney  generally, 

Amoimt  and  sufficiency  of  evidence  to  overthrow  findings  of  Compiission, 
see  Appeal  and  Review,  34. 

Weight  to  be  given  to  appraisal  made  for  purposes  of  taxation,  in  valua- 
tion proceedings,  see  Valuation,  68. 

(Weight  to  be  attached  to  opinion  evidence  as  to  value  of  land,  see 
Valuation,  226-228. 

54.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  not  bound  by  the  evidence  of  mem- 
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bera  of  its  engine^riag  department,  but  it  will  weigh  all  of  the  evi- 
dence introduced  in  the  ease  and  reach  its  own  conclusions  thereon. 
West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
482. 

55.  The  charge  that  a  natural  gas  company  is  violating  the  laws  of 
the  state  cannot  be  sustained  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  the  all^a- 
tion.  FoUansbee  v.  Manufacturers  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
ldl5D,  825. 

56.  The  mere  statement  by  railroad  officials  that  this  or  that  rate  is 
too  low  and  should  be  raised  cannot,  without  a  more  substantial  show* 
ing,  overcome  a  charge  that  persons  paying  higher  rates  for  substan* 
tially  the  same  service  are  subjected  to  discrimination.  San  Mateo  Coim- 
ty  Developmwit  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

57.  The  Commjssion  is  not  bound  in  a  rate  case  by  the  depreeiated 
reproduction  oeist  of  a  waterworks  property  found  by  its  engineers  in  an- 
other case  and  accepted  1^  the  oompany,  but  sudi  value  may  be  taken 
as  suffioiently  eonolusive  to  tiiat  fact.  Re  San  Jose  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R-1915E,  706. 

58.  The  fact  that  the  cost  of  operation  of  a  few  trains  between 
selected  points  is  more  than  the  average  return  from  such  trains  does 
not  support  a  conclusion  that  intrastate  passenger  business  generally  is 
unprofitable,  or  that  intrastate  passenger  business  between  the  designated 
points  is  unprofitable.  Re  Increased  Passenger  Rates  (Ind.)  P.TJ.R. 
1915B,  161. 

59.  An  approximate  summary  of  the  increase  in  revenue  expected  to 
be  derived  from  a  proposed  increase  in  telephone  rates  was  accepted  by 
the  Commission  to  show  that  the  return  on  the  investment  would  not 
be  unreasonable,  although  the  Commission  had  made  no  appraisal  or 
audit.     Re  Farmers*  Teleph.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1060. 

60.  The  cost  of  constructing  a  plant  cannot  be  established  by  the 
debits  to  an  account  in  a  bank  through  which  all  construction  expendi- 
tures were  checked,  where  the  account  was  not  used  for  construction 
purposes  only  and  the  checks  do  not  disclose  what  the  payments  were 
for.    Mathews  v.  Viola  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.lOloE,  360. 

61.  Testimony  taken  before  a  legislative  investigation  committee  as 
to  the  value  of  a  public  service  company's  property  does  not  satisfy 
the  limitations  which  the  legislature  has  put  upon  the  Commission 
when  it  requires  it  to  determine  and  fix  a  value  and  prescribe  a  method 
of  procedure  in  ascertaining  it,  where  the  company  was  not  allowed  to 
appear  by  counsel  or  cross-examine  witnesses,  and  where  such  testimony 
is  concededly  filled  with  errors.  Stadtlander  v.  New  York  Edison  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685. 

62.  Evidence  that  a  carrier  had  voluntarily  established  comparative' 
ly  low  special  rates  on  distillery  supplies,  and  had  maintained  them 
for  many  years  after  the  cessation  of  the  reason  assigned  for  originally 
introdueittg  them,  W0.,  the  etacouragement  of  the  distillery  business 
along  the  carrier's  line,  and  had -then  withdrawn  them,  not  upon  the 
ground  that  they  were  inadequate,  but  because  they  gave  rise  to  dis- 
crimination, and  in  so  doing  had  introduced  nmch  higher  rates,  is 
sufficient  to  support  an  order  of  the  state  Railway  Commission  re-estab- 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 12. 
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178  EXAMINATION— EXCHANGE  AREA. 

lishing  such  special  rates  as  the  maximum  intraatate  freight  ratea  on 
such  articles.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Finn,  P.UJL19X5A,  121  (S.  C. 
235  U.  S.  601,  59  L.  ed.  379,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  146,  affirmisg  214  Fed. 
465,  former  appeal  231  U.  S.  298,  58  L.  ed.  229,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  48). 

EXAMINATION. 

Review  of  judgment  refusing  writ  of  mandamus  requiring  carriers 
to  permit  examination  of  atcounts,  eic,,  see  Appeal  and  Rb- 
vnw,  39. 

EXCAVATION. 

Cost  of  rock  excavation,  see  VALtJATiON,  85. 

EXOEM  TABES. 

Jurisdiction  of  court  over  action  for  damages  for  ejectment  of 

passenger  because  of  failure  to  pay,  see  Coubts,  4. 
Order  permitting  steam  railroads  to  collect  excess  fares  on  trains 

was  made  inapplicable  to  electric  int^urban  lines,  see  Rates, 

251. 
Collection  of,  by  railroads  from  passengers  without  tioketa,  see 

IUtbs,  272-274. 

EXCESSIVE  CHARGES. 

Collected  prior  to  public  service  statute,  power  of  Commission  to 

adjust,  see  Repabatioit,  20. 
Small  return  as  a  whole  will  not  justify  excessive  charge  for  a 

particular  service,  see  Rettubn,  126,  127. 

EXCESSIVE  EARNINGS. 

Consideration  of  past  excessive  earnings  in  valuing  a  water  plant 
for  rate-making  purposes,  see  Valuation,  54. 

EXCESSIVE  PENAI.TIES. 

See  CoNSTiTunoNAJL  Law,  21,  25-27. 

EXCESSIVE  SATJIRTES. 

Paid  to  controlling  stockholder  as  part  of  retum,  see  Bstubn,  55. 

EXCESS  or  PRESENT  NEEDS. 

Valuation  of  investment  in  exipeiB  of  present  needs,  tee  Valuazeoet, 

172-178. 

EXCHANGE. 

Making  different  charges  for  subscribers  at  different  exchanges  as 

discrimination,  see  Disobihination,  171« 
Allowance  in  valuation  proceedings  of  investment  in  fan  and  motor 

exchange,  see  Valuation,  310. 

EXCHANGE  AREA. 

Of  telei^ones,  see  Sbbvick,  982-385. 
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SZCHAKOE  UMIT. 

Of  telephones,  see  Sebvice,  382*385. 

EXCHAKOE  OF  TRAFFIC. 

See  Railboads,  6. 

SZOHAKGE  SERVICE. 

Toll  and  exchange  telephone  ieryice  to  be  kept  in  separate  accounts, 
see  AooouNTiNO,  26. 

SZCUB8IOH  TICKETS. 

•    Sale  of,  by  conductors  on  trains,  see  iNTcauBBAN  IUilboai>0,  4. 

SZOUBnON  TRAINS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  excursion  trains,  see  Service,  14. 


Use  of  front  doors  of  street  cars  as,  see  SmvioB,  319. 

EXPENSE  OF  MAINTENANCE. 

Meaning  of  term  as  used  in  Philippine  Islands  statute,  see  Db- 

PBBCIATIOIf,  6. 

EXPENSES. 

See  Cost  and  Expenses. 

EXPERIENCE. 

Validity  of  ordinance  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  have  ex- 
perience in  operating  automobiles  in  the  city,  see  Axttomobilbs, 
12. 

EXPERIMENTAL  PURPOSES. 

Sale  of  electricity  at  loss  for,  see  Rates,  16. 

EXPERIMENT  STATIONS. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  see  Rates,  38, 

EXPIRATION  OF  FRANCHISE. 

Provision  against  loss  caused  by,  in  fixing  return,  see  Rbtubn,  84. 

EXPLOSIVES. 

Charge  for  storage  of,  see  Rates,  285. 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  F.U.IL1015F,  APPBtnnx, 
1087. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  express  service,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appen- 
dix, 1105. 

Accounting  for,  see  Aocountino. 
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180  EXTENSIONS— FACTORY  ILLUMINATION. 

Apportionment  of  investment,  earnings,  and  costs  of  railroad  be- 
tween various  kinds  of  traffic  to  determine  propriety  of  rates, 
see  Apportionment,  12. 

Block  and  zone  system  of  rates  for,  see  Rates,  214-217. 

Return  of,  see  Return,  generally  and  particularly,  153. 

Service  by  interurban  railway,  see  Service,  202. 

EXTENSIONS. 

Temporary  use  of  depreciation  reserve  fund  for  making,  see  De- 

FRBGIATION,  93. 

Consideration  of  amount  necessary  to  provide  additional  facilities 
to  meet  demand  for  service  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  93. 

Reasonableness  of  rates  as  a  whole  as  effecting  duty  of  utility  to 
make  extensions,  see  Return,  124. 

Rules  by  Oregon  Commission  for'  telephone  company  relative  to 
extensions  of  service,  see  Payment,  8. 

Security  issues  for  betterments  and  extensions,  see  Security  Issues* 
80-104. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissions  over  extensions  of  service,  see  Service, 
15-20. 

Duty  of  utility  to  make  extensions  generally,  see  Service,  62-111. 

Extension  of  street  railway  lines  deferred  because  of  business  de- 
pression and  diminished  revenues,  see  Service,  287. 

EXTENSION  TELEPHONE  SEBVICE. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  464-469. 

Subscribers  not  to  be  permitted  to  furnish  extension  tekfphones,  see 
Telephones,  20. 

EXTRAORDINABY  EXPENSES. 

Allowance  of  imexpected  outlays  by  natural  gas  company  in  deter- 
mining the  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  34. 

EXTRA  VAOANOE. 

Effect  of  extravagant  operating  expenses  on  return,  see  Retturn.  11. 

FAOELITIES. 

Avoidance  of  duplication  of,  as  ground  for  sale  of  property  of  one 
telephone  utility  to  another,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  and 
Sale,  13. 

What  constitutes  new  facility  of  telephone  company,  see  Tele- 
phones, 21. 

FAOIUTT  LICENSES. 

Issuance  of,  by  telephone  company,  see  LiCBifsn, 

FACTORY  ELLUMINATION. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates^  170. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


FACTS— FEDERAL  REGULATION.  181 

Review  of  findings  of,  see  Afpkal  akp  Revisw,  24-37. 
Question  of,  see  Trial,  1. 

FAIR  PB£8E]IT  VAUSB. 

Not  necessarily  same  as  purchase  price,  see  Valuatiok,  67. 

FAIB  VAI.UX. 

See  generally  Valuation. 

Of  property  as  basis  of  return,  see  Rbthbn,  07-113. 

FAH  EXCHANGE. 

Allowance  of  inyestment  in  fan  exchange  in  valuation  proceedings, 
see  Valua^om,  310. 

FANS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depsbciation,  86. 
laee^c  rates  for,  see  Rates,  173. 

FARES. 

See  Rates. 

FARE  ZONES. 

Street  railway  rates  for,  see  Rates,  107. 

FARM  CROSSINGS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  maintenance  of,  see  Csossings,  3. 

FARBCERS. 

Adequacy  of  service  where  rural  telephone  lines  are  maintained  by 
individual  farmers,  see  Service,  379. 

FARMER'S  TEI.EFHONE  UNE8. 

See  Rural  Teues^hone  Lines. 

FARMS. 

Increase  in  value  of  farms  along  irrigation  ditch  as  justification  for 
raising  water  rates,  see  VALUATiGif,  04. 

FAST  METERS. 

Reparation  of  charges  because  of,  see  Repabation',  22. 

FEDERAI.  COURTS. 

Following  decision  of  state  court  as  to  construction  of  statute,  see 

GOURTS,  5. 
« 
FEDERAIi  REGUUkTION. 

Effect  of  Federal  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  upon  right  of 
state  to  regulate,  see  Intebstate  Commebce,  3-7. 
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182  FEES   AND  COMMISSIONS— FIKDIKGS. 

FEES  AND  COMMI88IOK8. 

Brokerage  fees  for  sale  of  stock  not  chargeable  to  plant  account,  see 
AOCOUNTINQ,  21. 

Allowance  of,  to  attorney,  review  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  22. 

Attorney's  fees  for  appearance  before  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, see  Attobnets,  1. 

Allowance  of  attorney's  fee  to  successful  plaintiff  as  denying  car- 
rier of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  *9. 

Payment  of  commissions  by  tel^raph  company  to  botels  and  store 
keepers  on  messages  collected  by  them  and  refusing  to  pay  com- 
peting company  similar  commission  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 1,  2. 

Charges  by  public  utility  for  services,  see  Rates. 

License  fee  paid  by  telephone  company  for  its  equipment  as  an 
operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  66. 

Amortization  of  commissions  and  fees  on  security  issues,  aUowanoe 
for  in  return,  see  Retubn,  76-8L 

Allowance  for  brokerage  fees  in  Y&lnation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 06-103,  138. 

FEJMDEBS. 

For  street  cars,  see  Sebvice,  326. 

FEBRIE8. 

Amount  allowed  for  depreciation,  see  Depbbciation,  43. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  ratefl^  set 

Rates,  75. 
Comparison  of  rates,  see  Rates,  110. 

Return  of,  see  Retubn  generally  and  particularly,  164,  154a. 
Security  issues  by,  see  Secubity  Issues,  77.  • 

FHXED  TIDELAHD8. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  212. 

FINAHCES. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  inquire  into  finances  of  nonutility 
corporations,  see  Pubug  Utilities,  7. 

FINAHCIAI.  OOHDmONS. 

Of  consumer  as  affecting  rates  to  be  charged,  see  Rates,  189. 
Of  railroad  company  as  affecting  application  for  maintenance  of 
agent,  see  Sebvicb,  232. 

FINAKOIHO. 

See  generally,  Sboubitt  Issues. 

Allowance  of  cost  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  96-108. 

« 
FINDINGS. 

Remanding  case  to  Commission  to  certify  findings  of  fact,  see  Ap- 
peal AND  Review,  10. 
Of  fact,  review  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  24-37. 
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FINES  AND  PENALTIES.  183 

FINES  AlTD  PBKAI.TIB8. 

Excessive  penalties  as  violation  of  constitutional  right,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  21,  25-27. 

Application  of  limitation  prescribed  by  United  States  statute  for 
suit  for  penalty,  to  reparation  action  under  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act,  see  Limitation  of  Actions,  2-6. 

For  failure  to  make  payments  promptly,  see  Payment,  9. 

Gas  company  not  to  impose  paialty  for  failure  to  pay  prou^tlj 
where  franchise  limits  rate  to  be  charged,  see  Payment,  52. 

Kefusal  to  give  services  as  penalty  for  nonpayment  for  service,  see 
Payment,  76-89. 

Additional  charge  as  penalty  for  failure  to  pay  promptly,  see  Pay- 
ments, 90-96. 

Demurrage  for  detention  of  cars,  see  Railboads,  13. 

Excess  fares  collected  from  passengers  without  tickets  to  be  con- 
sidered as  penalty,  see  Bates,  274. 

For  failure  to  file  telephone  contracts  with  Commissioii,  see  Rb- 
POBTS,  6. 

1.  The  Commission  will  not  be  inclined  to  deal  lightly  with  even 
slight  infractions  of  the  public  utilities  act.  Re  Southern  Counties  Qsa 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  741. 

2.  Water  utilities  in  Montana  have  no  authority  to  impose  a  fine 
or  penalty  on  a  patron  for  violation  of  rules.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866.- 

3.  A  penalty  attaches  for  the  failure  of  telephone  companies  to 
make  reports  to  the  Commission  in  conformity  with  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations prescribed  by  the  Commission.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (6.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

4.  The  Oklahoma  Commission  imposed  a  fine  of  $500  with  costs 
upon  a  railroad  company  which  had  violated  an  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  operate  certain  passenger  trains  necessary  for  the  reasonable 
convenience  of  the  public,  upon  the  ground  that  the  fact  that  such 
trains  might  be  operated  at  a  loss  was  not  sufficient  to  render  the  order 
unreasonable.  Newland  v.  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  89. 

6.  A  railroad  company  was  fined  for  violating  an  order  of  the  Com- 
mission providing  that  shipments  of  the  character  in  question  should 
move  50  miles  per  day  until  reaching  destination,  allowing  twelve  hours 
at  junction  or  divisional  points  and  exempting  legal  holidays  and 
Sundays,  where  it  appeared  that  after  allowing  for  relay  and  legal 
holidays,  it  took  four  days  to  handle  the  shipment  a  distance  of  36 
miles.    Terrell  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  486. 

6.  A  power  and  light  company  was  ordered  to  refrain  from  solicit- 
ing or  contracting  for  electrical  energy  for  commercial  cooking  and 
power  purposes  in  excess  of  15  horse  power  of  connected  load  until 
such  time  as  its  schedules  of  rates  were  duly  filed  with  the  Commission ; 
it  appearing  that  such  company  had  failed  to  comply  with  a  former 
order  requiring  the  filing  of  rates,  and  was  therefore  in  default ;  that  its 
present  schedules  applied  to  only  a  portion  of  the  service  rendered; 
and  that  no  schedules  had  been  filed  for  certain  towns  in  which  service 
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184  FIRE— FISHING  RIGHTS. 

was  offered.    Great  Shoshone  k  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.  v,  Idaho  Powe? 
&  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  998. 

FIRE. 

Method  of  accounting  where  portion  of  property  haa  be«n  destroyed 
by,  see  Accounting,  17. 

FIBE  CROSSINGS. 

Stopping  of  street  cars  at,  see  Sebviob,  342. 

FIRE  HYDRANTS. 

Ownership  of,  to  be  in  utility,  see  Aoc»untin6,  11. 
Apportionment  as  between  fire  hydrants  and  demestic  use  of  water, 

see  Appobtionment,  32. 
Water  rates  for  fire  hydrant  service^  see  R^teb,  613,  515. 
Power  of  municipal  authorities  to  compel  utility  to  extend  its 

service  to  provide  fire  hydrants  within  the  territory  ooviered  by 

its  charter,  see  Service,  80. 

FIREMEN. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination, 
49,  77. 

FIRE  PIiUOS. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  franchise  provision  to  place  and  main- 
tain fire  plugs  at  such  places  as  the  municipal  authorities 
should  designate,  see  Contbacts,  2. 

FIRE  PROTECTION. 

Apportionment  of  capacity  and  output  expenses  of  municipal  water 
plant  between  fire  protection  service  and  general  service,  see 

APPOBTIONlffiNT,  26. 

Power  of  Commission  to  prescribe  a  charge  to  be  paid  by  the  munici- 
pality for  water  for,  where  the  franchise  ordinance  provided 
for  free  service,  see  Constitutional  Law,  40. 

Municipalities  to  pay  for  service  rendered  by  water  company  for, 
see  Discrimination,  68,  6&. 

Water  rates  for,  see  Rates,  506-615. 

Extension  of  water  service  for  purpose  of  fire  protection,  see  Seb^ 
ice,  88. 

Duty  of  Vater  company  to  furnish  sufficient  pressure  for,  see  Sebv- 
ice,  449,  450. 

FISOAI.  YEAR. 

See  Accountii^q. 

FISHING  RIGHTS. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  height  of  dam  for  reservoir  purposes,  see 
Wateb,  18,  19. 
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FIXED  CHARGES. 

Not  to  be  reduced  by  use  of  depreciation  fund,  see  Dbprbciation,  95. 
Consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rates, 
see  Rates,  313. 

FIXTUBES. 

For  depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation, -79-81. 

Allowance  for  engineering  upon  appraisal  of,  see  Valuation,  117 

FLAGMEN. 

For  protection  of  pedestrians  at  railroad  crossings,  see  Cbobsings, 

30. 
Location  of  flagman  for  protection  of  rear  of  train,  see  Sbbvice,  215. 

FIiATIROKS. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  173. 

FLAT  RATE. 

For  electricity,  «ee  Rates,  158-187. 

Meter  rate  for  steam  heating  preferable  to,  see  Rates,  2^2. 

For  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  363,  360. 

For  moving  telephone  during  contract  period,  see  Rates,  458. 

For  water,  see  Ratks,  492-600. 

Water  furnished  to  large  consumer,  unreasonableness  of,  see  Rates, 
489. 

Cost  of  change  from,  to  meter  service  as  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 29. 

Right  of  water  company  furnishing  water  under,  to  regulate  amount 
and  purpose  of  water  used,  see  Service,  448. 

FLOATING  INDEBTEDNESS. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  74. 

Isfluaace  of  »couHties  to  pay,  see  BtxyvntrT  Issues,  13,  44,  91^. 

FLOODING  LAND. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  height  of  dam  for  reservoir  purposes, 
see  Water,  17. 

FLOODS. 

Right  of  gas  utility  to  an  aUowance  to  provide  a  surplus  as  protec- 
tion against,  see  Return,  35. 
Amortization  of  losses  due  to,  see  Retturn,  85,  80. 

FLOWAGB. 

Of  water  as  affecting  valuation  of  watershed  land,  see  Valuation, 

221. 
Prescriptive  right  to,  see  Water,  5. 

FLUMB. 

Amortization  of  expense  caused  by  damage  resulting  from  high 
water,  see  Return,  86. 
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FORECXOSURE. 

Capitalication  upon,  see  Sxcubttz  Issues,  143. 

FOREIGN. 

Foreign  attachments  on  telephones,  see  Telephones,  18. 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

Effect  of  fact  that  stock  is  held  by,  up<m  granting  of  oerttfioate  of 
public  convenience,  see  Cebtificate  or  Convenienoe  aitd  N» 

CESSITY,  9. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  to  authorise  consolidation 
of  foreign  corporation  with  New  Jersey  corporation,  see  CoN- 

HQfUDATlOm,  MeBOEB  AND  SaLE,  6. 

FOREST  PRODUCTS. 

Railroad  rates  on,  see  Rates,  106. 

FORFEIT. 

Of  deposit  made  as  security  for  payment  of  senrioe,  see  Patment, 
26. 

FORFEITITRE. 

Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  franchise 
and  system  without  consent  of  city  as  furnishing  no  ground 
for  forfeiture  against  a  good  faith  purchaser  at  judicial  sale, 
see  Franchises,  2,  3. 

Abandonment  of  automatic  telephone  system  and  establishment  of 
manual  system  as  not  constituting  nonuser  of  franchise  so  as 
to  authorize  a  forfeiture,  see  Telephones,  3,  4. 

FORMS. 

Of  accounts,  see  Accounting. 

Of  request  for  installation  of  protection  at  crossing,  see  Obossinos, 

31. 
Of  orders  of  Commission,  see  Obdebs,  15. 

FRANCHISES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  franchises  and  permits  generally, 

P.U.R.1915E,  847;  P.U.R.1916F,.1065. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  franchises  for  electric  transmission 

lines,  P.U.R.1915A,  936. 
Power  of  Commission  to  prevent  exercise  of,  see  Commissions,  29. 
Jurisdiction  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  over  questions  of  franchise 

as  distinguished  from  questions  as  to  violation  of  pro^Sons  of 

the  Public  Service  Company  law,  see  Commissions,  50. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  contract,  see  Commissions, 

58. 
Power  to  change  rates  fixed  by,  see  Constitutional  Law,  29-49. 
Validity  and  enforceability  of  provision  to  place  and  maintain  fire* 

plugs  and  electric  lights  at  plaoes  to  be  designated  by  municipal 

authorities,  see  Contracts,  2. 
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Provisioiis  requiring  free  service  or  reduced  rates  to  municipality 
and  public  buildings  as  discrimination^  bee  Discbiminaiio^i 
62. 

Grant  of  franchise  to  electric  company,  see  ELECTBicmr,  ^9. 

Individual  given  right  of  eminent  domain,  see  Eminent  Domain,  1. 

Presumption  as  to  reasonableness  of  franchise  requirement,  see  Eyi- 
PENCE,  10. 

Effect  of  installation  of  municipal  electric  plant  to  relieve  private 
utility  of  its  franchise  obligation  to  pay  city  a  per  cent  of  its 
gross  earnings,  see  Monopolt  and  Competition,  2. 

Railroad  company  not  permitted  to  exercise  franchise  right  to  pur- 
chase and  operate  road  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as 
plant  facility,  see  Monopolt  and  Competition,  5. 

Kon-ezercise  of  rights  under,  as  affecting  admission  of  competition 
in  the  fields  already  occupied,  see  Monopoly  and  CoMPErrnoN, 
38. 

Power  of  municipalities  to  grant  franchises  to  utilities  for  use  of 
streets,  see  Municipalities,  5,  8. 

Gas  company  not  to  require  cash  deposit  or  impose  penalty  for 
failure  to  pay  promptly  where  franchise  Limits  rate  to  be 
charged,  see  Payment,  52. 

Right  to  increase  rates  in  franchise  ordinance  because  of  indefinite- 
ness  of  provisions,  see  Rates,  1. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  of  utility  that  has  sur- 
rendered its  franchise,  see  Rates,  30. 

Power  of  New  York  Commission  to  regulate  street  railway  rates 
fixed  by  municipal  franchise,  see  Rates,  36,  50. 

Validity  of  stipulation  in  mimicipal  franchise  limiting  the  price 
to  be  charged  for  gas,  see  Rates,  51. 

Electric,  construction  of,  as  to  rates,  see  Rates,  166. 

Effect  of  franchise  fixing  rates  upon  establishment  of  minimum 
charge  for  gas,  see  Rates,  228. 

Provision  against  loss  of,  where  utility  may  continue  under  inde- 
terminate permit,  see  Return,  84. 

Of  street  railways  as  to  carriage  of  freight,  see  Service,  40,  41. 

Effect  of  fact  that  the  Commission  has  power  to  regulate  the  service 
of  a  street  railway  company  upon  its  right  to  ignore  its  fran- 
chise obligations,  see  Service,  288. 

Allowance  in  valuation  proceedings  on  cost  of  procuring,  see 
Valuation,  113. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  317-331. 

For  water  utility,  see  Wateb. 

1.  The  franchise  or  right  of  a  public  utility  to  do  business  is  a 
property  right  in  Wisconsin,  contingent  upon  and  inseparable  from  the 
ownership  of  the  physical  property  of  the  company.  Neenah  v.  Wisoon^ 
sin  Traction,  Lig^t,  Heat  k  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

2.  A  condition  in  a  municipal  franchise  to  operate  a  telephone 
system  forbidding  the  transfer  of  the  franchise  in  telephone  system 
without  the  consent  of  the  municipality  will  not  defeat  a  transfer  by 
judicial  sale  on  a  mortgage  foreclosure  where  there  is  no  indication  that 
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the  proceedings  were  voluntary  and  collusive.  State  ex  rel.  Tacotna  v. 
Sunset  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  947  (S.  C.  ISe  Wash.  309, 
L.R.A.— ,  — ,  150  Pac.  427). 

3.  A  condition  in  a  franchise  to  operate  a  telephone  system  for- 
bidding a  transfer  of  the  franchise  ind  the  telephone  system  without 
the  consent  of  the  city  furnishes  no  groimd  for  forfeiture  against  a 
good-faith  purchaser  at  judicial  sale  on  a  mortgage  foreclosure,  es- 
pecially where  the  statute  provided  that  franchises  may  be  sold  upon 
execution  and  may  be  mortgaged  and  sold  under  mortgage  foreclosure. 
State  ex  rel.  Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  947 
(S.  C.  86  Wash.  309,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  150  Pac.  427). 

4.  A  contract  granting  a  utility  the  privilege  of  supplying  nat- 
ural and  manufactured  gas  for  fuel  and  lighting  purposes  for  a  period 
of  forty  years  will  not  be  declared  invalid  as  a  whole,  merely  because 
certain  provisions  of  the  franchise  with  reference  to  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  artificial  gas  are  invalid  as  authorizing  a  natural  gas 
company  to  exceed  Its  charter  powers  in  manufacturing  and  selling 
artificial  gas.    Re  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.191firC,  696. 

5.  Under  the  New  Jersey  limited  franchise  act,  chapter  36  of  the 
Laws  of  1906,  providing  for  notice  by  publication  "once  a  week  for  at 
least  two  weeks,"  two  whole  weeks,  fourteen  days,  must  intervene  be- 
tween the  first  notice  of  the  application  for  approval  of  a  franchise  ordi- 
nance and  the  date  of  the  hearing;  and,  consequently,  two  publications 
once  a  week,  during  each  of  two  calendar  weeks,  covering  a  less  period 
of  time,  is  insufficient.  Re  Delaware  &  A.  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  682. 

6.  Under  §  1596-64  of  the  Wisconsin  Statutes,  providing  for  the 
publication  of  notice  of  application  for  a  franchise  for  construction 
of  a  water-power  dam,  three  full  weeks  after  the  beginnings  of  the 
publication  must  elapse  before  a  hearing  can  be  had,  and  such  notice 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  Commission  to  grant  a 
franchise.    Re  Cameron  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  472. 

FRATERNAX  SOCIETIES. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination, 
49,  67-76. 

FRAUD. 

Effect  of  misrepresentation  by  telephone  company  in  obtaining  con- 
sent of  subscribers  to  change  from  a  grounded  to  a  metallic 
service,  see  Service,  371. 

Absence  of,  as  affecting  action  of  court  of  equity  in  setting  aside 
assessment  for  purposes  of  taxation,  see  Taxatioiv^,  3. 

FREE  SERVICE. 

Right  of  Commission  to  abrogate  contract  by  utility  to  furnish,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  42. 
As  discrimination,  see  Discrimination. 
Of  water  to  tenants  of  company,  as  preventing  increase  of  rates,  see 

Rates,  484. 
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Adequacy  of  telephone  service  furnished  free  of  charge,  see  Sebv- 

ICE,  60. 
Duty  of  utility  to  make  service  adequate  although  rendered  free  of 
charge,  see  Sebvice,  60. 

FREEZING. 

Duty  of  water  company  as  to  freezing  of  pipes,  see  Service,  144. 

FBEIGHT. 

Apportionment  of  investment,  earnings,  and  expenses  of  railroad 
betwe^i  various  kinds  of  traffic  to  determine  propriety  of  rates^ 
see  Apportionment,  12. 

Carriage  by,  of  street  cars  as  additional  servitude,  see  CoNSTirp:' 
TiONAL  Law,  66. 

Reparation  of  excessive  charges  for,  see  Reparation. 

Carriage  t)f,  by  street  railways,  see  Service,  40,  41. 

FREIGHT  CABS. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  82. 

Charge  for  moving,  see  Rates,  287-293. 

Equipment  of,  see  SniviCE,  277,  278. 

Provisions  for  loading  and  unloading,  see  Service,  279. 

FREIGHT  TRAFFIC. 

Apportionment   of  expense   between  passenger  traffic  and  freight 

traffic,  see  Apportionment,  13,  16. 
Earnings  to  be  credited  to  freight  traffic,  see  Appobtionment,  29/    * 

FROmr  BOORB. 

Use  of,  on  street  cars  as  exit)  see  Service,  319. 

FROST. 

Amortisation  of  losses  due  to,  see  Rbtubn,  85. 

FRUIT. 

Rates  on>  see  Rates,  32)8<. 

Railroads  to  furnish  grain  doors  and  bulkheads  fbr  protection  of, 
see  Seavicie,  277. 

FUEIto 

As  working  capiiial,  see  VALUATiOiN,  23^ 

FUri.  CAPACITT. 

Of  street  car  track  in  fixing  standards  lor  service,  see  ^krvioe,  303. 

FUIX  CARS. 

Signs  indicating  thi^t  street  cars  are  full,  see  Service,  42. 

FUMIGATIOH. 

Municipal  regulation  requiring  fumigation  of  street  cars  as  inter- 
ference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  3. 
Of  street  cars,  see  Service,  329. 
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Depreciation  funds,  see  Dipbboiation,  93-99. 

FUBNITURB. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  29,  79-81. 

Allowance  for  engineering  upon  appraisal  of,  see  Valuatiozt,  117 

FUTURE  OOMPETITIOH. 

Allowance  for  risk  of,  in  return,  see  Retubn,  121. 

FUTUR£  EXPENDITURES. 

Consideration  of  anticipated  expenditures  for  improvements  in  ad- 
justing rates,  see  Valuation,  13,  14. 

FUTURE  KEEDfl. 

Right  of  city  to  make  provisions  for,  in  determining  character,  size, 
and  cost  of  bridge  which  a  street  railway  company,  using  the 
bridge,  is  obliged  to  contribute,  see  Bridges,  2. 

Valuation  of  investment  in  anticipation  of,  see  Valuation,  172- 
178. 

GARDEHS. 

Right  of  consumer  paying  franchise  rate  "for  yard  hydrants  for  the 
purpose  of  sprinkling  lawns  and  for  domestic  use"  to  use  water 
for  sprinkling  gardens,  see  Service,  448. 

GAS. 

See  also  Natural  Oas. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  and  neces- 
sity for  gas  utility,  p.U.R.1916E,  847. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix, 
1087. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  of  gas  company,  see  Apfobtionkent, 
6-8. 

Bond  discount  resulting  from  inability  of  utility  to  sell  bonds  be- 
cause of  unprofitableness  of  gas  plant,  not  to  be  charged  against 
electrical  operation,  see  Apportionment,  31. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  abolition  of  grade  erossing  formed  by 
railroad  tracks  and  city  streets  used  by  a  street  railway  and 
gas  utility,  see  Apportionment,  53. 

Certiorari  as  proper  remedy  of  municipalities  to  obtain  relief  from 
an  order  of  the  Commission  fixing  the  rate  to  be  charged  public 
for  gas,  see  Certiorari,  2,  3. 

Effect  of  franchise  ordinance  requiring  free  service  to  cities  upon 
power  of  Conunission  to  fix  rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  38. 

Duty  of  gas  company  upon  the  abolition  of  grade  crossings  formed 
by  railroad  tracks  and  city  streets  used  by  street  railway  and 
gas  utility,  see  Crossings,  26. 

Depreciation  of  gas  plant,  see  Depreciation  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 44-46. 

Discrimination  by  gas  company,  see  Discrimination. 
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Conipetition  between  artificial  gas  and  natural  gas  companies,  see 

MoNotoLT  Aim  Ck>Mtvnnoi7,  39. 
Rates  lor,  see  Ratb8>  generallj  and  partiealarly,  215-231. 
Place  for  keeping  records  of  gas  company,  see  Records,  3. 
Return  of  gas  company,  see  Retuen  generally  and  partloulArhf 

155-161. 
Security  issues  by  gas  company,  see  ^ocubity  Issues. 
Service  by  gas  company,  see  Sekvigb  generally  and  particularly, 

182-184a. 
Regulations  bearing  on  the  accuracy  of  service  meters,  see  SmvieB^ 

182. 
.    Valuation  of  property  of  gas  compuiy,  see  Valuation. 

1.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  was  granted  to 
a  gas  company,  authorising  the  construction  of  a  distributing  i^rstem 
in  a  certain  territory  on  condition  that  the  company  should  agree  that 
the  county  in  which  the  system  is  located,  or  any  other  municipal  corpo« 
rati(Hi,  shall  have  the  right  at  any  time  to  take  over  any  part  of  the 
property  built  under  the  franchise,  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  the  Com- 
mission.   Re  Santa  Barbara  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  19. 

2.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  was  granted 
to  a  gas  company,  authorizing  the  construction  of  a  distributing  system 
in  a  certain  territory  on  condition  that  the  company  should  not  claim 
a  franchise  value  beyond  the  actual  cost  of  such  franchise  in  any  pro- 
ceeding for  the  purpose  of  fixing  rates  or  for  the  transfer  of  its  prop- 
erty to  a  city,  county,  or  other  public  corporation.  Re  Santa  Barbara 
Gas  A  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  19. 

OA8  EHGIKES. 

Right  to  charge  higher  rates  for  gas  used  in,  see  Rates,  258a. 

OENSRAI.  AKD  MISCELUklfEOUS  EXPENSES. 

Duty  of  street  railway  company  to  charge  salaries  of  general  man- 
ager and  superintendent  to,  in  accounting,  see  Aocounting,  18 
Apportionment  of,  see  Appobtionment,  2. 

GENERAL  MANAGER. 

Salary  of,  to  be  diarged  to  general  miscellaneous  expense,  see 

Accounting,  18. 
Amount  paid  to,  as  adjustment  of  back  salary  as  operating  expense, 

see  RsruBN,  54. 

GEMERATOR.  * 

Valuation  of  electric,  see  Valuation,  164. 

GEOGRAP9I0AI.  COKDITIOH. 

Effect  of,  in  railroad  rates,  see  Batbb,  30S-312. 

GEORGIA. 

Jurisdiction  of  G<eorgia  Commission  over  automobiles  operated  as 
jitneys,  see  Automobiles,  7. 
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GOIHG  CONCERN. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  the  fact  that  utility  is  a  gokig  concern, 
in  vahiaticm  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  264-316. 

GOING  VALUE. 

Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  267. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  24,  27,  28, 
264-316. 

GOOD  FAITH. 

Effect  of  settlement  in,  on  right  of  carrier  to  recover  from  shipper 
difference  between  rates  charged  and  proper  r&tes,  see  Repara- 
tion, 24. 

GOOB  FAITH  PURCHASERS. 

Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  franchise 
and  telephone  system  without  consent  of  city  as  furnishing  no 
ground  for  forfeiture  against  good  faith  purchaser  at  judicial 
sale,  see  Fbanchises,  2,  3. 

GOOB  ROADS. 

Right  to  low  rates  for  transportation  of  road  making  material  on 
theory  that  traffic  will  be  increased  from  larger  crops  from 
greater  ease  to  move  them  to  market  over  good  roads,  see 
Rates,  326. 

GOOBS. 

Money  invested  in,  by  electric  utility  as  part  of  wotpkiiig  4Mpit*l^ 
see  Valuation,  254. 

GOOB  SAMARITAN  HOME. 

Reduced  gas  rates  to,  see  Discbimination,  73. 

GOOB  wnx. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  of  railroad  property  for  taxati<Hi 

purposes,  see  Valuation,  91. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  263. 

GOVERNMENT  PERMIT. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  347, 

GRABE  CROSSINGS.  ^ 

See  Cbossings. 

GRABES. 

Stopping  of  interurban  cars  on  steep  grsdes*  see  S0(VIGB»  207. 

GRAIN. 

Discriminaticai  in  warehouse,  charge  for  loading  grain  on  can,  see 
Discrimination,  190. 
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Right  of  grain  elevator  to  special  "grist  mill"  rates  for  electricity, 

see  Rates,  169. 
Rates  for  storage  of,  see  Rates,  475. 

GRAIN  DOORS. 

To  be  furnished  by  railroad,  see  Sebviob,  277* 

ORATUITOUS  SRRVICES. 

JRight  of  utility  to  allowance  for  gratuitous  services  rendered  by 
officers,  see  Return,  57. 

ORAVEL. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  325,  326. 

GRIST  MUX. 

Right  of  coal  and  grain  elevators  to  a  special  "grist  mill"  rate  for 
electricity,  see  Rates,  169. 

GROG. 

1.  Grog  is  a  name  applied  to  refractory  materials  such  as  pulver« 
iSed  brick,  pottery,  or  fire  clay,  and,  like  clay,  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  fire  brick.  Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

GROSS  REVEKUE. 

See  generally  Return. 

As  basis  of  apportionment  of  various  expenses,  see  Appobtionmewt, 
33. 

GROUNDED  TEI.EPHONE  SYSTEM. 

Burden  of  expense  of  altering  grounded  system  because  of  parallel 

high  voltage  line,  see  Appobtionment,  75. 
Right  of  telephone  company  operating,  to  classify  metallic  party 

line  service  separately,  see  Rates,  390-393. 
Higher  rates  not  authorized  on  a  few  metallic  lines  where  the 

remainder  of  the  system  is  grounded,  see  Rates,  392. 
Substitution  of  metallic  system  for  grounded  system,  see  Sebvice, 

369-372. 
Consideration  to  be  given  to  proposed  change  from  grounded  to 

metallic  circuit,  see  Valuation,  13. 

GROUNDING. 

Of  secondaries,  see  Electbicity,  4. 

GROUP. 

Change  of  rate  forming  part  of,  see  Rates,  11. 

GUARANTY. 

^       Approval  by  Commission  of  security  issues  as  carrying  guaranty  as 
to  dividends,  see  Obdebs,  11. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 13. 
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For  payment  of  service,  see  Payment,  42-63. 

Of  return,  in  requiring  extension  of  service,  see  REnruBW,  4. 

Right  to  require  consumers  to  guarantee   annual   payments  for 

service  as  a  condition  to  extending  electric  service,  see  Sesvice, 

97. 
Of  return  from  extensicms,  see  Service,  97,  99-110. 
Requiring  telephone  company  applying  for  physical  connection  of 

lines  of  other   companies  to  gucurantee  payment  of  all  toll 

charges,  see  Sebviob,  395. 

HACKS. 

Duty  of  r^^lating  not  imposed  upon  Commission,  see  AuiOMOBiLfiB, 

8. 

HAKD  BRAKES. 

For  street  cars,  see  Sebvicb,  327. 

HAULS. 

Long  and  short  haul,  see  DiscmniiNATiON,  23-27. 
Hi^er  charge  for  shorter  hauls,  see  DiscROfiNATiON,  28,  31. 
Shipment  over  two  railroads  as  single,  see  Inteboobporatb  Rkjl* 
TIONS,  4. 

HAT. 

Cost  of,  to  what  account  chargeable,  see  AcoouimiVQ^  19. 

HAZARD. 

Consideration  of  hazard  of  enterprise  in  authorizing  security  isBues, 
see  SEX3UBITT  Issues,  115. 

HRADUOHTS. 

Congressional  legislation  superseding  state  regulations,  see  Inter- 

STATE  COMKEBCB,  7. 

HEADWAY. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  headway  between  street  cars,  see  Serv- 
ice, 297. 

HEALTH  REGULATIONS. 

Ventilation  and  fimiigation  of  cars,  see  Sanitation. 

HEARING. 

Sufficiency  of  hearing  on  rehearing  before  Commission,  see  Com- 
missions, 10. 

Notice  of,  waiver  by  appearance,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

Sufficiency  of  notice  of,  see  Procedure,  2. 

Kequirements  as  to,  before  entry  of  orders  requiring  physical  con- 
nection between  railroad  lines,  see  Procedure,  9. 

Necessity  of,  before  granting  authority  to  increase  rates,  see  Rates, 
20. 

Amortization  of  expense  of  hearings  before  the  Commission,  see 
Rbiurn,  82,  83. 
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TmO  OF  CAMS. 

JBrisdictioii  of  Commission  over  heating  of  street  cars,  see  Seev- 

zos,  8. 
Of  street  cars,  see  Sebvice,  322,  328. 

HSATHrO  SERVICE. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.UJt.l915F,  Appendix, 
1087. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  heating  service,  P.U.R.1915F,  Ap- 
pendix, 1105. 

Apportionment  of  property  devoted  to  the  production  and  distri- 
bution of  electricity  for  steam  heating  and  to  the  operation  of 
a  street  railway,  see  Appqstionment,  40. 

Amount  allowed  for  depreciation  of  hot  water  heating  plant,  see 
Depreciation,  47. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rates  for,  see  Rates,  232,  233. 

Right  to  charge  higher  rates  for  natural  gas  for  cooking  and  light- 
ing than  for,  see  Rates,  258c. 

Rates  for  electricity  for,  see  Rates,  190-192. 

Heating  service  generally,  see  Service,  185-187. 

Abandonment  of  service  by  heating  company,  see  Service,  116. 

By  electricity,  see  Service,  173. 

Valuation  of  hot  water  heating  plant,  see  Valuation,  293. 

HIGH  SCHOOL. 

Accommodation  of  nonresident  high  school  pupils  by  railroad,  see 
Service,  260. 

HIGH  SEAS. 

Power  of  state  to  regulate  commerce  on,  see  Interstate  CoMMiacE, 
7. 

HIGH  VOLTAGE. 

Burden  of  expense  of  altering  grounded  telephone  system,  because 
of  construction  of  high  voltage  signal  system  on  railroads,  see 
Apportionment,  75. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  removal  of  high  tension  trans- 
mission line  to  vicinity  of  telephone  line  of  earlier  construc- 
tion, se*  Commissions,  23. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  question  of  damages  to  telephone 
wires  by  high  voltage  wires  on  railroad's  right  of  way,  see 
Damages,  8. 

Insulation  of  high  tension  wir^s,  see  Electricity,  5. 

Interference  by  high  voltage  automatic  signal  system  with  ground- 
ed telephone  system,  see  Raiuboads,  12. 

HIGHWAYS  Ain>  STREETS. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  the  construction  of  crossings  at,   see- 

Apportionment,  46,  46,  66. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Commissions,  49-61. 
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196  HOLDING  COMPANY. 

Franchise  ordinance  requiring  gas  company  to  furnish  free  service 
to  city  in  consideration  of  use  of  streets  as  interference  with 
power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
38. 

Delegation  to  Public  Service  Commission  authority  to  determine 
number  of  street  railway  tracks  to  be  land  on  public  bridge, 
see  CoNSTmmoNAL  Law,  57. 

Crossings  over,  see  Crossings. 

Right  of  legislature  to  regulate  common  carrying  vehicles  on  high- 
ways, or  to  delegate  such  power  of  regulation  to  munici- 
palities, see  Leoislatube:,  1. 

Vacation  of,  see  Mlnicipalities,  1. 

EflFect  of  statute  giving  city  power  over  streets  to  enable  city  to 
grant  franchises  to  utilities  for  use  of  streets,  see  Munici- 
palities, 5. 

Order  limiting  expense  to  town  of  changes  in  highway  to  be  made 
by  railroad  company  as  affected  by  supplemental  order  requir- 
ing additional  work,  see  Orders,  3. 

Right  to  lower  rates  for  transportation  of  roadmaking  material, 
see  Rates,  326. 

Cost  of  removing  poles  and  wires  from  streets  to  alleys,  as  operat- 
ing expense,   see  Retturn,  49. 

Width  of,  sufficient  for  location  of  station,  see  Service,  241. 

Effect  of  pavements  in  on  valuation  of  public  utility  property,  see 
Valuation,  128. 

1.  All  rights  of  common  carriage  on  highways,  such  as  those  c(m- 
ducted  by  means  of  drays,  omnibuses,  hackney  coaches,  and  taxicahs,  are 
legislative  grants  or  concessions,  much  lower  in  legal  quality  and  dignity 
than  the  rights  of  ordinary  use  to  which  highways  are  incidentally  sub- 
jected by  citizens  in  travel  and  the  prosecution  of  their  business.  Ex 
parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  (S.  C.  --  W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F,  840, 
85  S.  E.  781). 

2.  Legislative  recognition  of  the  right  of  owners  of  vehicles  to 
use  highways  for  the  purpose  of  common  carriage  as  one  common  to  all 
citizens  by  grant  of  authority  to  municipal  corporations  to  license  and 
tax  persons  engaged  in  the  exercise  thereof,  in  the  manner  in  which 
they  are  authorized  to  license  and  tax  ordinary  vocations,  is  an  im- 
plied grant  of  such  common  right.  Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93 
<S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F,  840,  85  S.  E.  781). 

3.  The  legislature  may  so  limit,  qualify,  and  regulate  the  right 
of  owners  of  vehicles  to  use  highways  for  the  purpose  of  common  car- 
riage as  to  make  the  exercise  thereof  subserve  the  interest  and  con- 
venience of  the  public,  as  in  the  case  of  ferries  street  railways,  tele- 
graphs, and  telephones.  Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1916E,  93  (S.  C.  — 
W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F,  840,  85  S.  E.  781). 

HOLDINO  COMPANY. 

Accounts  of,  not  considered  in  fixing  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  8. 
Charges  made  by,  aft  operating  expense,  see  Return,  52. 
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HOME  RULE— HOTELS.  197 

Interest  paid  by  subsidiary  company  to  a  bolding  company  upon 
money  advanced  for  the  construction  and  purchase  of  its  sys- 
tem as  an  operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  41. 

Right  of  stockholders  of,  to  have  company  declare  an  unlawful 
monopoly,  see  Stockholders,  1. 

Title  of  land  in,  as  affecting  valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  200. 

HOME  BJTLE, 

Jurisdiction  of  Ck>lorado  Commission  to  regulate  rates  and  service 
of  street  railway  located  in  city  imder  special  charter  under 
the  home  rule  amendment  to  Constitution,  see  Commissions, 
2L 

HOPKINSON  DEMAND  BATE. 

Fot  electricity,  see  Electricity,  156. 

HORSE  OAR  COMPANY. 

For  security  issues  by  horse  car  companies,  see  Sbcubitt  Issubs, 
137. 

HORSE  POWER. 

Method  of  determining  percentage  of  active,  of  electric  utility,  see 
Electricity,  1. 

HORSES. 

Allowance  for  engineering  in  appraisal  of,  see  Valuation,  117. 
Consideration  of  investment  in  horses,  in  valuation  proceedings,  ,see 
Valuation,  158. 

HOSPITAL. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  effect  on,  of  proposed  new  construction 
of  street  railway  tracks,  see  Service,  285. 

HOTELS. 

Payment  by  telegraph  company  of  commission  to,  on  messages  col- 
lected by  them  and  refusal  to  pay  same  commission  to  com- 
peting companies,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  1. 

Right  of  hotel  company  operating  two  hotels  to  rates  for  electricity 
upon  basis  of  one  reading  of  meters  in  both  hotels,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 44. 

Permitting  hotel  to  purchase  telephone  service  at  wholesale  and  to 
sell  it  at  retail,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  162. 

Delegation  to  one  company  of  the  right  to  check  baggage  at,  as 
discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  203. 

Failure  of,  to  make  accounting  to  telephone  company  as  ground  for 
vacation  of  order  requiring  company  to  make  physical  connec- 
tion at  hotel  with  another  company,  see  Orders,  2. 
'         Power  of  Commission  over  service  rendered  by  railroad  company 
in  checking  baggage  at,  see  Service,  42. 

Operation  and  control  by  hotel  of  portion  of  switch  board  and  other 
equipment  of  telephone  company  as  objectionable  because  of 
dividing  responsibility  for  service,  see  Service,  356. 
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108  HOT  WATER  HEATING— IDAHO. 

HOT  WATER  HEATINO« 

See  Heating. 

HOUBS. 

Reasonableness  of  ordinance  regulating  number  of  hours, for  opera- 
tion of  jitney  buses,  see  Automobilbb,  13. 

HaURS  OF  SERVICE. 

As  affecting  electric  rates,  see  Ratxs,  132. 
Of  telephone  company,  see  Sebyicb,  416-418. 

HOURS  OF  USE. 

Electric  rate  as  dependent  upon,  see  Rates,  147. 

HOUSE. 

Used  as  dwelling,  allowance  for,  in  Taluaticm,  see  Valuatioh,  193. 

HUSBAKD  AND  WIFE. 

Action  brought  by  husband  in  behalf  of  wife,  see  Pabtibs,  3* 

HYDRANTS. 

Water  rates  fixed  for,  see  Rates,  513,  515. 
Water  rates  for  yard  hydrants,  see  Rates,  516. 

HTDRAULIO  POWER  PIJINT. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  48. 

HTDRO-EI.ECTRIC  COMPANIES. 

Merger  of,  authorized,  see  Consolidatiox,  Me&oeb  Ain>  Sale,  3. 

ICE. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  coal  between  ice  and  electric  departments, 
see  Appobtionment,  35. 

Apportionment  of  value  of  boilers  used  in  electrical  and  ice  depart- 
ments of  utility,  see  Apportionment,  36. 
Rates  for  re-icing  cars,  see  Discriiunation,  18. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  reasonableness  of  rates  for  manu- 
facture and  sale  of,  see  Pttblio  Uthtties,  25. 

Charge  for  re-icing  cars,  see  Rates,  286,  286a. 

IDAHO. 

Merger  of  hydro-electric  companies  not  a  violation  of  Idaho  anti- 
monopoly  statute,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  and  Sale,  3. 

Ko  deduction  for  accrued  depreciation  where  plant  is  in  first  clasd 
operating  condition  without  any  tangible  sign  of  decay,  see 
Depreciation,  17. 

Admission  of  electric  utility  into  occupied  territory,  see  Monopolt 
AND  CoMPEfrrnoN,  27. 

Rule  of  Commission  requiring  complaint  to  be  verified,  see  Plead- 
ings, 10. 
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IDENTIFICATION  SLIPS— INCUNE  PLANE.  199 

As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable 
lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 
circuits,  see  Wires  and  Cables,  2. 

IDENTIFICATION  SLIPS. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  use  of,  on  street  railways,  see 
Rates,  353. 

IDI.E  PROPBRTT. 

To  be  written  off  within  reasonable  tim^  see  REnTBZffy  73. 

IGNORANCE. 

As  excuse  for  failure  to  file  schedule  of  rates,  see  Rates,  7. 

nXEOAIi  CONTRACTS. 

See  Ooittbacts. 

nxiNOis. 

Power  of  Commission  over  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  5. 

Policy  of  state  as  to  grade  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  13. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  discontinue  free  service  without 
permission  of  Commission,  see  Discbimination,  164. 

Policy  of  Commission  of,  to  grant  certificate  of  convenience  to 
other  companies  to  correct  inadequate  service  by  existing  com- 
panies, see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  4. 

Public  Utility  act  not  creating  public  utilities,  see  Public  Util- 
ities, 1. 

Minimum  clearances  prescribed  for  railroads,  see  Railboads,  11. 

Adoption  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  block  and  zone  sys- 
tem of  express  rates,  see  Raivs,  214-217. 

ILLUMINATION. 

Amount  of,  per  unit  cost  of  different  types  of  lamps,  see  Sebviob, 
180. 

IMPAIRMENT  OF  CONTRACTS. 

See  CoNSTiTDnoNAL  Law,  1,  29-48. 

IMPOUNDED. 

Valuation  of  impounded  water,  see  Valuation,  S31. 

IMPROVEMENTS. 

See  Betterments. 

INADEQUACT. 

As  an  element  of  depreciation,  see  Dbpbeoiation,  4. 

INCLINE  PLANE. 

Rates  for  Tebicles  on,  see  Discrimination,  35,  121. 
Service  by,  see  Service,  188-190. 
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200  INCOME— INDUSTRIAL  CORPORATIONS. 

INCOME. 

See  Return. 

INCREASE. 

In  rates,  burden  of  proof  as  to  reasonableness  of,  see  Eyioencb^ 

29-89. 
In  rates  to  permit  discount  for  prompt  payment,  see  Patmsnt, 

38-41. 

INCREASED  USE. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rate,  see 
Rates,  124,  125. 

INDEBTEDNESS. 

Issuing  securities  for  payment  of  floating  indebtedness,  see  Sbcub- 

ITY  Issues,  44,  95. 
Issuance  of   securities   for   refunding  indebtedness,  see  Segubitt 

Issues,  46-70. 
Consideration  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  12. 

INDEBINITT  INSURANCE. 

Validity  of  regulation  requiring  operator  oi  jitney  bus  to  furnish 
security,  see  Automobiles,  20-24. 

INDENTURE. 

Modification  of,  see  Security  Issues,  3. 

INDIVIDUAI.  FARMERS. 

Sufficiency  of  service  where  rural  lines  are  maintained  by,  see 
Sebvice,  379. 

INDIVIDUALS. 

Sale  of  railroad  by,  to  corporation,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb 

AND  Sale,  11. 
Grant  of  franchise  to,  see  Electmcitt,  7. 
Grant  of  power  of  eminent  domain  to,  see  Eminent  Domain,  1. 
Availability  of  remedy  by  mandamus  to,  see  Mandamus,  3. 
Individual  supplying  public  service  as  public  utility,  see  Public 

Utilities,  8,  16. 
Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  of  an  individual  supplying  water» 

see  Rates,  44. 

INDORSERS. 

Liability  of  indorsers  of  notes  issued  without  approval  of  the  rail- 
road Commission,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  26. 

INDUSTRIAL  CORPORATIONS. 

Railroad  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as  common  carrier,  see 
Cabriers,  3,  4. 
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INBUSTBIAI.  FUZX. 

Rates  for  natural  gas  for,  see  Rates,  258b. 

INDUSTRIAL  IN8UBAHCE. 

Cost  of  industrial  accident  insurance  as  a  proper  charge  to  operat- 
ing expense,  see  Return,  89. 

IKDUSTRIAL  SPUR  TRACK. 

Approval  of  plans  for  construction  of  electric  railway  across  spur 
track  notwithstanding  provision  of  Connecticut  statute  that  no 
street  railway  shall  be  constructed  across  the  track  of  any 
steam  railway  at  grade,  see  Cbossings,  17. 

California  Commission  without  power  to  award  damages  for  in- 
juries to  adjacent  property  by  construction  of,  see  DAjfAOES,  5. 

INDUSTRIAIi  BWJTClilVQ. 

1.  The  term  ''industrial  switching"  as  used  by  the  Maryland  Com- 
mission in  order  No.  75,  May  31,  1912,  embraces  all  carload  movements 
within  a  switching  district  laid  oflf  by  the  legislature  or  by  a  duly  em- 
powered commission,  whether  such  carload  movements  involve  the  chang- 
ing of  the  point  of  delivery  for  a  car  coming  into  the  district  from  the 
outside,  or  a  strictly  local  intracity  movement.  Re  Northern  C.  R.  Co. 
(Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  154. 

INGRESS. 

Equal  facilities  for  egress  and  ingress  to  be  furnished  by  railroad, 
see  Service,  264. 

INITIAL  PERIOD  CHARGE. 

For  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  368. 

INJUNCTION. 

Enforcement  of  municipal  rate  ordinance  not  enjoined  as  confisca- 
tory before  test  of  actual  experience,  see  Appeal  and  Rutview, 
24. 

Corporation  not  to  be  punished  for  not  doing  act  against  the  doing 
of  which  it  has  been  enjoined,  see  Cbiminal  Law,  1. 

Admissibility  of,  on  trial  of  an  indictment  against  the  defendant 
for  alleged  violation  of  the  statute,  see  Criminal  Law,  2. 

As  remedy  of  consumers  for  discrimination  in  rates  by  public  serv- 
ice corporations,  see  Discrimination,  225,  226. 

Refusal  to  enjoin  operation  of  municipal  water  plant  at  instance 
of  bondholders  of  water  company,  see  Monopolt  and  Compe- 
tition, 11. 

Authority  of  courts  to  fix  rate  for  public  service  corporation  by  in- 
junction, see  Rates,  55. 

Against  enforcement  of  rates  at  instance  of  individual  consumers, 
see  Rates,  66. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  to  enjoin  enforcement  of  maximum  rate  stat- 
ute, see  Rates,  59. 
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202  INJURIES— INSULATION. 

Against  diverting  water  when  it  interferes  with  supply  necessary 
for  needs  of  municipality  and  its  inhabitants,  see  Sebyige» 
429. 

1.  Injunction  is  the  proper  remedy  to  curb  an  abuse  of  power  by 
the  Railroad  Commission  in  issuing  an  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  order 
compelling  the  operation  of  trains.  Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  CJo. 
P.U.R.1915E,  191  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  177  S.  W.  696). 

2.  The  effect  of  an  injunction  issued  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction restraining  the  enforcement  of  such  statutory  rates  pending  the 
action  is  to  suspend  the  operation  thereof  until  the  final  determination 
of  their  validity.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D, 
797  (S.  C.  X30  Minn.  144,  L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  N.  W.  320). 

INJURIES. 

Right  of  utility  to  an  allowance  to  provide  a  surplus  as  protection 

against,  see  Rbtubn,  35. 
To  telephone  equipment  rule  requiring  subscriber  to  pay  for,  see 

Sebvioe,  143. 

INSPECTION. 

Review  of  judgment  refusing  writ  of  mandamus  requiring  carriers 

to  permit  inspection  of  accounts,  etc.,  see  Appeal  aivd  Review, 

39. 
Power  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  inspect  accounts,  etc., 

of  carriers,  see  Intebstatb  Commebcx:  Commission,  1-3. 
Necessity  of  keeping  suitable  records  of  business  for  inspection  by 

Commission,  see  RECom>s,  1. 
Of  consumer's  premises  by  electric  company,  see  Sebvicb,  178. 
Of  telephone  equipment  on  premises  of  subscriber,  see  Teij7H0NB8, 

7. 

INSTAIXATION. 

Single  bill  for  several  installations,  see  Discbimination,  42-45. 
Of  service,  rules  by  Oregon  Commission  for  telephone  company  rel- 
ative to,  see  Payment,  8. 
Electric  rate  as  dependent  upon  size  of,  see  Rates,  147* 
Of  telephone,  charge  for,  see  Rates,  454,  455. 

INSTALMENTS. 

Right  of  utility  to  purchase  meters  from  consumers  on  instalment 
plan,  see  Sebvicb,  157. 

INSTRUMENTS. 

Discrimination  in  favor  of  owner  of,  see  Discrimination,  100-106. 
Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of,  see  Sebvice,  139-167. 

INSULATION. 

Of  high  tension  electric  transmission  lines,  see  ELBcmiciTr,  6. 
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Apportionment  of,  between  electric  and  water  departments  of  utili- 
ties, see  AppoBTiomoaTT,  33. 

Validity  of  regulation  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  fumisb 
indemnity  insurance,  see  Automobiles,  20-24. 

Amount  received  from,  used  in  reconstructing  roadbed  and  track 
of  street  railway  company  as  chargeable  against  operation,  see 
Return,  20. 

Moneys  received  from,  on  burning  of  street  car  bam  and  rolling 
stock,  treatment  of  in  return,  see  Retubn,  46. 

Co^t  of,  as  proper  charge  to  operating  expense,  see  Refubn,  88,  89. 

Effect  of  insurance  against  extrahazardous  operation  of  ferries  on 
rate  of  return,  see  Rbiubn,  164. 

Allowance  for  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  24,  127,  128. 

During  construction,  allowance  for,  in  overhead  expenses,  see  Valu- 
ation, 104,  131,  137,  139,  140. 

Prepaid  insurance  as  part  of  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  241. 

ZRTANOIBLE  PROPERTT. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation. 

INTANGIBLE  VALUE. 

Valuation  of  intangible  elements  of  value  of  railroad  company  for 
purposes  of  taxation,  see  Valuation,  91. 

INTERCHANGE  OF  RAILWAY  TRAFFIC. 

Order  compelling,  not  violative  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional 

Law,  16. 
Conflicting  state  and  Federal  regulation  concerning  interchange  of 

railroad  traffic,  see  Interstate  Commebce,  8,  9. 
By  carriers,  power  of  Commission  to  require,  see  Sebvicb,  30,  31. 

INTERCORPORATE  RELATIONS. 

/.  In  general,   J— 4. 
//.  Purchase  of  einnmodity  or  service,  5. 

III,  Ownership  of  stoeJc  in  other  utilUiee,  6,  7. 

IV.  Territorial  agreements,  8,  9, 
F.  Union  stations,    10, 

TI,  Joint  use  of  trades,  11^16, 

VII,  Relations  peculiar  to  telephone  companies,  19^M* 
a.  In  general,  16. 
h.  Switching  service,  17,  IS. 

c.  Toll  service,  10^^4. 

d.  Physical  connection,  26^S9. 

X.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1073. 
Method  of  accounting  for  supplies  sold  and  equipment  rented  to  other 
companies,  see  Accounting,  2. 
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204  INTERCORPORATE  RELATIONS,  H.,  III. 

To  be  taken  into  consideration  in  ascertaining  earnings  of  a  department 

of  a  utility  which  is  one  of  four  corporations  doing  four  businesses 

jointly,  see  Appobtionment,  36a. 
Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rates  of  a 

distributing  company  controlled  by  owners  of  producing  company, 

see  Return,  96. 

1.  An  electric  company  was  authorized  to  lease  its  electrical  dis- 
tributing system  and  business  within  certain  territory,  lately  annexed 
to  the  city,  to  another  electric  utility  operating  in  the  city,  where  it 
appeared  that  its  other  operations  wiere  confined  to  territory  outside  the 
corporate  limits,  and  that  it  was  unable  to  sell  electricity  at  rates  pre- 
vailing within  the  city.    Re  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  870. 

2.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  lease  its  gas  distributing  sys- 
tem and  business  within  certain  territory  lately  annexed  to  a  city  to 
another  gas  company  operating  in  the  city,  where  it  appeared  that  its 
other  operations  were  confined  to  territory  outside  the  corporate  limits, 
and  that  it  was  unable  to  sell  gas  at  rates  prevailing  within  said  city. 
Re  Public  Service  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  353. 

3.  An  arrangement  between  connecting  street  railway  companies 
whereby  one  furnishes  operating  officials  for  the  other  should  be  on  a 
definite  cash  basis,  and  expressed  in  a  written  contract,  which  should 
be  filed  with  the  Commission.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

4.  Two  railroads  cannot  be  said  to  constitute  in  effect  but  one  line 
so  as  to  make  a  shipment  over  both  essentially  a  single  haul,  although 
some  of  the  officers  of  one  company  are  also  the  officers  of  the  other 
where  it  appears  that  the  companies  are  separate  and  distinct  legal 
entities,  controlled  by  separate  boards  of  directors.  Hodges  Bros.  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  bo.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1008. 

II.  Purchase  of  commodity  or  service. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  electricity  by  po)wer 
company  to  street  railway,  see  Commissions,  53. 

5.  An  electric  railway  company  and  a  power  company  were  ordered 
to  make  a  new  agreement  as  to  rates  for  power  furnished  by  the  power 
company  to  the  railway  company,  to  take  the  place  of  another  con- 
tract which  was  entered  into  at  a  time  when  the  two  companies  were 
controlled  by  the  same  interests  and  which  imposed  a  particularly 
onerous,  unreasonable,  and  unfair  burden  upon  the  railway  company. 
Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  622. 

Ill,  Ownership  of  stoch  in  other  uUtitiea, 

6.  Under  the  Vermont  statute  (Acts  of  1915,  No.  163,  §  2)  permit- 
ting a  corporation  to  increase  its  ownership  of  stock  in  another  com- 
pany if  such  increase  will  promote  the  general  good  of  the  state,  a 
steamboat  company  operating  in  a  lake  and  authorized  by  its  charter 
to  own  a  specified,  amount  of  the  stock  of  a  second  company  operating 
in  a  near-by  lake  will  be  permitted  to  increase  ita  stockholdings,  and 
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to  amend  its  cliarter  accordingly,  to  the  extent  that  the  second  com- 
pany has  issued  additional  stock  to  purchase  additional  boats,  where 
the  two  companies  do  not  compete,  but,  in  connection  with  a  railroad 
between  the  lakes,  give  a  connected  aeryioe.  Re  Champlain  Transp. 
Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1915F,  380. 

7.  Permission  was  granted  a  corporation  organized  primarily  for 
business  purposes,  but  engaged  in  distributing  a  limited  amount  of  sur- 
plus electricity  for  sale,  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  definition  of  an 
electrical  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  public  service  law,  to 
transfer  certain  property  to  an  electric  power  company,  and  to  receive 
as  part  consideration  therefor  stock  of  the  latter  company  to  the  par 
value  of  $500,000,  although,  ordinarily,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  decline  to  authorize  the  acquisition  of  stock  of  an  electrical  cor- 
poration by  a  corporation  primarily  organized  and  doing  business  as  a 
business  corporation.  Re  Northern  New  York  Power  Corp.  (N.  Y.> 
P.U.R.1915B,  70. 

rr.  Territorial   agreetnenta, 

8.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  compelled  to  discontinue  its  con- 
nections to  certain  consumers  on  the  ground  that  it  is  violating  a 
territorial  agreement  made  with  another  telephone  company  by  serv- 
ing such  consumers,  where  it  appears  that  the  latter  company  cannot, 
without  deviating  from  its  present  rates,  fulfil  its  own  part  of  such 
agreement  in  regard  to  service  to  such  consumers,  and  where  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  violation  of  the  utilities  act  with  reference  ta 
construction  of  new  lines  or  extensions  of  existing  lines  has  occurred. 
Hughton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,. 
867. 

9.  Consumers  receiving  exchange  service  under  contract  with  one- 
telephone  company  will  not  be  required  to  accept  in  lieu  thereof  less 
desirable  exchange  service  with  another  company  on  the  grounds  that 
the  former  company  has  assigned  the  territory  in  which  their  telephones 
are  located  and  the  latter  company  has  agreed  to  carry  out  all  unexpired 
contracts  within  such  territory,  where  it  appears  that  their  contracts 
were  entered  into  prior  to  the  Commission's  jurisdiction  and  prior 
to  the  territorial  agreement  in  question,  and  where  it  appears  that  , 
the  latter  telephone  company  cannot,  without  deviating  from  its  present 
rates,  fultil  its  agreement  so  far  as  service  to  such  consumers  is  con- 
cerned. Hughson  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R,1915A,  867. 

F.  Union  niations, 

10.  The  Illinois  Commission  approved  an  operating  agreement  of 
certain  companies  owning  or  operating  railroads  running  into  the  city 
of  Chicago,  obligating  a  union  station  company  whose  stock  was  owned 
by  the  companies  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  union  passenger 
station  and  facilities  in  said  city,  and  obligating  each  of  the  companies 
to  use  the  station  and  to  pay  therefor  its  proportionate  part  of  the 
rental,  maintenance,  and  operating  charges,  and  to  guarantee  bonda 
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issued  by  the  union  station  company.    Re  Chicago  Union  Station  Go. 
(lU.)  P.U.R.1916F,  788. 

VI.  Joint  U8e  of  tracka, 

11.  The  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway  company  for  its 
joint  use  of  the  tracks  and  facilities  of  a  city  street  car  company  was 
ascertained  by  taking  into  consideration  the  factors  involving  joint 
use  of  facilities,  and  apportioning  the  expenses  for  depreciation  and 
the  operation  of  the  city  system  together  with  interest  upon  the  fair 
value  of  the  property  of  the  street  car  company.  Joliet  &  E.  Traction 
Co.  V.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

12.  In  ascertaining  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway 
company  for  its  joint  use  of  the  track  and  facilities  of  a  city  street 
car  company,  the  city  traffic  of  the  latter  was  protected  by  requiring 
the  interurban  company,  in  addition  to  paying  a  mileage  charge  for 
the  use,  to  charge  the  street  car  company's  rate  for  city  traffic  and 
to  deliver  such  charge  to  the  street  car  company.  Joliet  &  E.  Traction 
Co.  V.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

13.  In  ascertaining  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway 
company  for  its  joint  use  of  the  tracks  and  facilities  of  a  city  street 
car  company,  the  latter  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  earn  a  profit 
in  addition  to  the  expense  to  which  it  is  put  by  the  joint  use,  where 
the  interest  upon  the  fair  value  of  the  property  involved,  which  is 
taken  as  an  expense,  takes  into  consideration  the  hazard  of  the  enter- 
prise, a  profit  over  and  above  a  nominal  rate  of  return,  and  the  other 
features  which  go  to  make  up  the  necessary  return.  Joliet  &  E.  Trac- 
tion Co.  V.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 

14.  In  ascertaining  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway 
company  for  its  joint  use  of  the  tracks  and  power  of  a  city  street 
car  company,  the  price  for  power  was  based  upon  the  price  that  a  third 
company  stated  it  would  charge  if  it  were  operating  in  the  city,  al- 
though such  basis  might  be  open  to  criticism  as  not  being  sufficiently 
accurate,  where  the  street  car  company  purchased  its  current  at  a  lower 
rate  under  a  contract  which  did  not  truly  indicate  the  cost.  Joliet  & 
E.  Traction  (Do.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
110. 

15.  In  ascertaining  the  rate  to  be  charged  an  interurban  railway 
company  for  its  use  of  the  tracks  of  a. street  railway  in  a  city, 'informa- 
tion as  to  the  solution  of  similar  problems  in  other  cities  may  be  con- 
aidered,  provided  the  information  is  sufficiently  complete  as  to  operat- 
ing conditions  and  the  like  so  as  not  to  be  misleading.  Joliet  &  E. 
Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Ck).  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  110. 


vn,  Belationa  peculiar  to  telephone  conipanieM. 

a.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  joint  operating  agreements  between  tele- 
phcme  companies,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
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Approval  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  not  necessary  to  eontraet  be- 
tween utilities  for  joint  use  of  telephone  poles  where  contract  was 
made  prior  to  effective  date  of  Public  Service  Company  law,  see 
Commissions,  16. 

16.  The  assignment  of  a  franchise  of  one  telephone  company  to  an- 
other, when  made  without  the  consent  or  approval  of  the  Commission, 
as  required  by  ^  29-  of  the  Illinois  public  utilities  act,  does  not  carry 
with  it  the  right  to  maintain  and  install  a  telephone  exchange  by  the 
assignee.  Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Steele  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
654.  ^ 

h.  Switching  service* 

17.  Telephone  companies  were  directed  to  enter  into  contracts  cov- 
ering their  switching  relations,  and  to  file  copies  thereof  with  the  Board 
of  Railroad  Commissioners  as  required  by  statute.  Re  Cheyenne  Valley 
Electric  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  932. 

18.  Connecting  telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  pay- 
ing a  flat  rate  of  so  much  per  year  or  per  montli  for  switching  rural 
lines,  and  to  enter  into  contracts  for  that  service  based  on  the  statutory 
rate  of  not  to  exceed  25  cents  per  month  per  phone,  for  the  reason  that 
where  the  compensation  for  such  service  is  fixed  on  a  fiat-rate  basis,  it  is 
impossible  to  determine  whether  such  compensation  is  not  more  than 
the  maximtan  allowed  by  law.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.UJ1.1915A, 
1082. 

o.  Toll  service* 

19.  An  arrangement  by  which  two  local  telephone  companies  oper- 
ating in  separate  villages  were  given  the  use  of  a  through  line  of  a 
rural  telephone  company,  connecting  the  villages,  in  consideration 
of  switching  service  rendered  the  rural  company,  was  held  to  involve 
matters  not  properly  the  subject  of  special  contract.  Luxemburg 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Luxemburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  836. 

20.  Connecting  telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  pay- 
ing a  long-distance  telephone  company  on  a  fiat-rate  basis  of  so  much 
per  year  or  per  month  for  originating  and  terminating  toll  messages, 
and  to  enter  into  contracts  for  such  service  based  on  the  statutory  ter- 
minal charge  of  5  cents  per  message,  for  the  reason  that  where  com- 
pensation for  such  service  is  fixed  on  a  flat-rate  basis  it  is  impossible  to 
determine  whether  such  compensation  is  not  more  than  the  maximum 
allowed  by  law.     Re  Telephone  Cos.    (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

21.  A  rural  telephone  company  or  the  owner  of  a  rural  telephone  line 
is  responsible  to  the  exchange  company  for  the  amount  of  all  toll 
messages  and  switching  fees  that  may  accrue  to  the  subscribers  of  such 
company  or  line,  for  the  reason  that  any  other  arrangement  would  place 
an  undue  burden  upon  the  exchange  company  by  requiring  it  to  make 
collections  from  individuals  over  whom  it  has  no  control,  and  for  the  fur- 
ther ''eason  that  the  rural  company  or  line  is  in  a  position  to  refuse 
service  to  its  subscribers  unless  bills  are  paid.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S. 
D.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  1032. 
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22.  A  telephone  company  furnishing  toll-service  connections  to  com- 
plainant, a  small  telephone  company  having  no  exchange,  was  ordered 
to  furnish  to  the  latter's  subscribers  monthly  statements  showing  the 
amounts  due  from  each  subscriber  for  toll  messages,  the  number  of 
toll  messages  from  each  subscriber,  and  from  nonsubscribers,  with 
their  names,  stations  called,  date,  etc.,  and  to  furnish  to  the  agent  of 
complainant  a  duplicate  copy  of  each  of  such  statements  with  a  sheet 
having  a  detailed  summary  thereof,  in  order  to  lessen  the  expense  and 
time  of  such  agent  in  the  collection  of  toll  charges  for  messages  originat- 
ing on  complainant's  lines,  it  appearing  that  ^complainant  was  under 
considerable  expense  in  classifying  and  dividing  toll  charges  among  its 
subscribers  and  rendering  statements  to  them,  and  that  an  allowance  to 
complainant  by  respondent  for  the  collection  of  toll  charges  or  for  other 
services  to  subscribers,  different  from  respondent's  published  tariffs,  was 
unwarranted.  Norwich  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  941. 

23.  A  contract  between  two  telephone  companies  providing  for  joint 
exchange  and  toll  service  upon  payment  of  $5  per  year  per  subscriber  by 
complainant  company,  without  any  allowance  for  its  services  in  collect- 
ing and  paying  over  toll  charges  for  messages  originating  on  its  lines, 
was  not  held  to  be  unreasonable  or  discriminatory  merely  because  simi- 
lar contracts  existed  with  other  telephone  companies  providing  for  the 
payment  of  $3  per  year  per  subscriber  with  a  15  per  cent  allowance  on 
all  toll  charges  collected  on  their  lines,  where  it  appeared  that  such 
contracts  were  to  expire  within  a  year,  and  that  upon  expiration  were 
to  be  superseded  by  contracts  similar  in  terms  and  conditions  to  the  con- 
tract complained  of.  Norwich  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.191oA,  941. 

24.  A  complainant  telephone  company  having  a  monopoly  of  the 
telephone  service  in  a  certain  locality  was  authorized  to  publish  proper 
and  reasonable  tariffs  to  cover  the  expense  of  collecting  from  nonsub- 
scribers toll  charges  originating  on  its  lines,  it  appearing  that  such 
nonsubscriber  toll  business  formed  a  large  part  of  the  toll  business 
originating  on  complainant's  lines,  and  that  complainant  was  under  a 
collection  expense  approximating  15  per  cent  of  the  amounts  collected 
for  toll  business;  it  appearing,  further,  that  an  allowance  to  com- 
plainant by  respondent  for  the  collection  of  toll  charges,  different  from 
the  published  tariffs  of  respondent,  was  unwarranted.  Norwich  Teleph. 
Co.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  941. 

d.  Physical  connection. 

Apportionment  of  costs  and  earnings  of  physical  connection  between 
telephones,  see  Apportionment,  76-85. 

25.  Telephone  companies  in  South  Dakota  in  making  physical  con- 
nection between  lines  are  required  to  enter  into  written  contracts  and 
to  file  them  with  the  Commission.  Henry  Union  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Dakota 
Cent.  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  937. 

26.  Contracts  of  telephone  companies  with  respect  to  connecting  ar- 
rangements, ordered  to  be  filed  by  the  Ck>mmi8sion,  should  give  in  de- 
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tail  the  exact  situation  covered  and  all  terms  and  conditions  applying 
thereto.    Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

27.  Upon  ordering  physical  connection  between  two  telephone  com- 
panies, the  Commission  must  make  just  provision  for  the  payment  of 
the  cost  of  installing  the  physical  connection,  for  the  reasonable  regu- 
lation of  conversation  so  as  to  prevent  interference  between  the  first 
company  and  other  connecting  lines,  and  fOr  such  reasonable  joint 
rates  or  toll  as  will  be  appropriate  between  the  connecting  companies. 
State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  902   (S.  C.  86  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885). 

28.  A  telephone  company  operating  a  large  number  of  exchanges  and 
toll  lines  as  authorized  to  cut  certain  toll  lines  off  the  switch  board 
of  a  competing  company  and  to  connect  them  with  its  own,  and  to  con- 
nect its  toll  board  with  the  toll  board  of  such  competing  com'^any  by 
trunk  lines,  where  the  contract  under  which  the  toll  lines  proposed  to 
be  cut  off  were  constructed,  did  not  provide  that  such  lines  should  ter- 
minate on  the  boards  of  the  competing  company,  nor  give  it  exclusive 
use  or  control  of  the  same,  and  the  public  will  be  better  served  by  the 
proposed  change.  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Farmers*  Independent 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  162. 

29.  Under  §  27  of  the  public  utility  act  of  Illinois,  a  telephone  com- 
pany has  no  right,  in  the  absence  of  the  consent  and  approval  of  the 
Commission,  to  disconnect  the  lines  of  another  company  from  the  lines 
of  a  third  company  and  attach  such  lines  to  its  own,  even  though  the 
second  company  had  never  been  merged  with  the  third  company,  but 
had  maintained  a  separate  and  distinct  organization  of  its  own,  and  had 
never  parted  with  the  ownership  or  control  of  its  lines  and  equipment. 
Thompson  v.  Pearl  City  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
950. 

INTEREST. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  set  aside  depreciation  fund  which 
will  cause  default  in  payment  of  interest  charges,  see  Depre- 
ciation, 1. 

Duty  of  utility  to  pay  interest  on  deposits  made  to  secure  payment 
of  bills,  see  Payment,  58-61. 

Interest  paid  by  a  subsidiary  company  to  a  holding  company  for 
money  advanced  for  the  construction  and  purchase  of  its  sys- 
tem as  a  part  of  the  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  41. 

Allowance  of  interest  on  money  advanced  by  large  consumer  as 
operating  expense,  see  Return,  87. 

Increase  in  bond  interest,  see  Security  Issues,  35. 

On  delinquent  accounts,  see  Service,  61. 

During  construction,  allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation, 
120-125,  137,  138. 

niTERIfOCKINO  llfiVlOE. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of,  see  Apportionment,  58* 

IHTEBMEDIATE  RATES. 

See  Local  Ratib. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 14. 
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IHTEBNAI*  8WITCHIN6. 

Necessity  of  charge  for  switchiog  on  premises  of  consignee,  see  Di8- 

CBIMUTATION,  145. 

I]ffTEBSTAT£  COMMERCE. 
X.  In  general,  1, 

II.  State  interference  with,  2^18* 
a.  In  general,  .8—5. 

l».  Effect  of  congressional  action  or  inaeUon,  6^10» 
c.  Orders  constituting  interference,  Il-^IS. 

See  also  Interstate  Comkebce  Commissioh. 

'  X.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1057. 
Regulation  of  intrastate  transportation  rates  as  regulation  of  interstate 
transportation,  see  Rates,  31,  32. 

1.  The  traffic  carried  on  by  a  Kentucky  street  railway  corporation 
in  connection  with  an  Ohio  corporation  operating  on  the  Ohio  side 
of  the  Ohio  river,  in  transporting  passengers  upon  continuous  and 
connecting  tracks  and  across  an  interstate  bridge  between  points  in 
Covington,  Kentucky,  and  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  by  means  of  continuous  trips 
and  a  single  fare,  and  under  practically  the  same  management, — is 
interstate  commerce.  South  Covington  k  C.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Covington, 
P.U.R.1915A,  231  (S.  C.  235  U.  S.  537,  69  L.  ed.  360,  L,R.A.1916F,  792, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  168,  reversing  146  Ky.  692,  143  S.  W.  28). 

XX.  SttUe  interference  with.    . 

a.  In  general. 

2.  Questions  of  Interstate  Commerce  arising  from  the  extension  into 
another  state  of  a  branch  line  of  a  railroad  will  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation in  determining  whether  the  carrier  should  have  any  relief  from  an 
order  requiring  it  to  run  a  daily  passenger  train  on  the  branch. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R,  Co.  v.  State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R. 
1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W.  513). 

3.  The  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  inter- 
state trains  with  respect  to  adequacy  of  train  service,  so  long  as  the 
jurisdiction  is  not  so  exercised  as  to  be  an  unwarranted  interference 
with  interstate  commerce.  Hughson  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  k  A.  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  244. 

4.  The  several  states  have  power  to  r^ulate  interstate  train  serv- 
ice by  statute  or  through  their  Commissions,  and  aside  from  statutory 
requirements,  the  question  of  whether  a  railroad  is  performing  its 
primary  duty  of  furnishing  reasonably  adequate  local  service  is  one 
for  the  Commission  to  determine.  Hughson  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  At  A.  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  244. 

6.  The  Commission  will  not  hesitate  to  reqnive  an  interstate  train 
to  stop   or  to  make  proper  connection  within  the  state  when  such 
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changes  are  necessary  for  adequate  intrastate  service.    Nolan  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  240. 

l».  Effect  of  congressional  action  or  inaction^ 

6.  Municipal  regulation  of  a  street  railway  company,  principally 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  with  reference  to  passengers  riding  on 
car  platforms  unless  the  same  are  provided  with  suitable  rails  or 
barriers,  and  with  reference  to  the  cleanliness,  ventilation,  and  fumiga- 
tion of  the  cars,  does  nojt  infringe  upon  the  Federal  authority  over  such 
commerce, — at  least,  until  such  Federal  authority  is  exerted.  South 
Covington  A  C  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Covington,  P.U.R.1916A,  231  (S.  C.  236 
U.  S.  537,  69  L.  ed.  360,  L.R«A.1916F,  792,  36  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  169,  revers- 
ing 146  Ky.  692,  143  S.  W.  28). 

7.  The  absence  of  Federal  regulation  of  rates  for  water  trans- 
portation unconnected  with  transportation  by  railroad  leaves  a  state 
free  to  prescribe  reasonable  rates  for  the  transportation  of  passengers 
and  goods  wholly  by  water  between  two  ports  in  the  same  state,  over 
a  course  which  traverses  the  high  seas.  Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  P.U3.1916A,  846  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  161,  69  L.  ed. 
608,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  276,  affirming  166  Cal.  741,  137  Pao.  1163). 

8.  The  absence  of  Federal  regulation  does  not  justify  the  city  of 
Covington,  Kentucky,  in  regulating  the  interstate  business  of  a  street 
railway  company  principally  engaged  in  transporting  passengers  from 
that  city  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  by  restricting  ihe  number  of  passengers 
which  the  company  may  admit  to  its  cars  to  not  more  than  one  third 
in  excess  of  the  seating  capacity,  except  on  certain  holidays,  and 
by  requiring  the  company  to  operate  siiffieient  cars  reasonably  to 
accommodate  the  public  within  the  limits  of  such  restriction,  where 
compliance  with  such  regulations  will  require  about  one  half  more 
than  the  present  number  of  cars  operated  by  the  company,  and  more  cars 
than  can  be  operated  in  Cincinnati  within  the  present  franchise  rights 
and  privileges  held  by  the  company  or  controlled  by  it  in  that  city. 
South  Covington  &  C.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Covington,  P.U.R.1916A,  231 
(S.  C.  235  U.  S.  637,  59  L.  ed.  350,  L.R.A.1915F,  792,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
158,  reversing  146  Ky.  592,  143  S.  W.  28). 

9.  In  the  absence  of  any  specific  action  by  Congress  or  the  Inter- 
state Conunerce  Commission,  the  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Com- 
mission has  at  least  concurrent  power  to  remove  discrimination  in 
stock  quotation  service  by  telegraph  companies,  assuming  that  such 
service  constitutes  interstate  commerce.  Stock  Ticker  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  1068. 

10.  The  Missouri  statute  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the  Public 
Service  Commission  to  require  earners  to  provide  such  "facilities  as 
shall  be  safe  and  adequate'^  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  headlights  on 
switch  engines  of  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  is  super- 
seded by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  4,  1915,  in  which  Congress 
manifests  a  purpose  to  take  possession  of  the  whole  subject  of  proper 
equipment  of  locomotives  of  railroads  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 
Brotherhood,  L.  F.  &  E.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.19J5F, 
489. 
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e.  Orders  constituting  interference, 

11.  The  Federal  Supreme  Court  will  assume,  until  the  contrary  is 
made  to  appear,  that  no  disregard  of  the  needs  of  interstate  commerce 
is  involved  in  an  order  of  a  state  railroad  commission,  which  intrin- 
sically applies  only  to  intrastate  traflSc,  requiring  a  steam  railway  car- 
rier and  an  interurban  electric  railway  company  to  interchange  cars, 
carload  and  less  than  carload  shipments,  and  passenger  traffic,  at  the 
point  of  physical  connection  in  a  specified  town,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Mich.  Pub.  Acts  1907,  act  No.  312,  §  7,  i.  e.,  **in 
the  same  manner  and, under  the  same  general  conditions,  except  as  to 
motive  power,  as  belt  line  railroads  and  terminal  railroads  are  now 
or  may  be  used  for  like  purposes."  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
R.  Commission,  P.U.R.1915C,  263  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  615,  59  L.  ed.  750,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  422,  affirming  168  Mich.  230,  132  N.  W.  1068). 

12.  Congress  has  so  far  undertaken  to  regulate  the  subject  as  to 
invalidate,  as  an  unlawful  regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  an  order 
of  a  state  railroad  Commission  under  which  a  carrier  may  be  required, 
upon  demand  of  a  carrier  or  shipper,  and  on  terms  fixed  by  the  Com- 
mii>sion,  to  switch  empty  cars  from  any  connection  with  a  competing 
interstate  railway  to  a  designated  side  track  within  its  own  terminals 
in  a  city,  for  the  purpose  of  being  loaded  there  with  goods  intended  for 
interstate  commerce,  and  when  so  loaded,  to  move  the  same  back  to  the 
competitor's  line  for  continued  transportation  to  another  state,  and 
also  to  accept  from  competing  interstate  lines  at  points  within  the 
city  loaded  cars  brought  from  other  states,  and  place  them  on  its  own 
side  track,  although  such  side  track  was  the  real  destination  contem- 
plated at  the  time  of  the  original  shipment.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
De  Fuentes,  P.U.R.1915A,  840  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  157,  59  L.  ed.  517,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  276). 

13.  The  mere  declaration  by  the  Commission  that  a  pipe-line  com- 
pany is  a  common  carrier  does  not  in  itself  amount  to  an  interference 
with  interstate  commerce.    Re  Oil  Pipe  Lines  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  783. 

14.  An  order  of  the  Oklahoma  Corporation  Commission  prescribing 
a  schedule  of  rates  for  the  transportation  of  live  stock  between  points 
within  the  state  did  not  interfere  with  and  burden  interstate  commerce, 
where  these  was  no  evidence  that  the  enforcement  of  the  rates  would 
result  in  a  loss  that  must  be  borne  by  interstate  traffic,  or  that  the  rates 
would  not  permit  the  traffic  in  livestock  to  produce  its  just  proportion 
of  the  revenue  that  should  be  produced  by  intrastate  traffic.  Atchison, 
T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  P.U,R.1915D,  24  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  148 
Pac.  144). 

15.  The  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
require  a  railroad  company  to  change  the  intrastate  point  of  departure 
of  a  sleeping  car  operated  primarily  in  interstate  passenger  service,  un- 
less it  appears  that  such  regulation  is  necessary  for  adequate  intrastate 
service.  Fond  Du  Lac  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  152. 

16.  The  requirement  that  every  village  having  200  or  more  inhabit- 
ants and  a  postoffice,  and  being  within  |  of  a  mile  of  a  railroad,  must 
be  given  by  such  railroad  the  accommodation  of  at  least  two  passenger 
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trains  each  way  each  day,  if  four  or  more  passenger  trains  are  run 
each  way  daily,  whieh.  is  made  by  Wis.  Stat.  §  1801,  as  amended  by 
Laws  1911,  chap.  483,  without  regard  to  the  adequacy  or  inadequacy 
of  the  existing  passenger  service  afforded  such  stations,  amounts  to  an 
unlawful  burden  upon  interstate  commerce  as  applied  to  a  railway 
company  running  only  interstate  trains.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  y. 
Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  309  (S.  C.  237  U.  S.  220,  69  L.  ed. 
926,  35  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  560,  reversing  152  Wis.  654,  140  N.  W.  296). 

17.  Interstate  commerce  is  not  improperly  interfered  with  by  an 
order  of  a  Public  Service  Commission  requiring  the  stoppage  of  inter- 
state passenger  trains  at  a  village  or  the  rearrangement  of  their  sched- 
ules in  order  that  adequate  local  train  service  and  facilities  may  be 
furnished.    Reid  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  906. 

18.  An  order  of  the  Georgia  Commission  requiring  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  stop  an  interstate  train  at  a  small  town  to  accommodate  an 
average  of  one  and  one-fourth  passengers  per  day  using  such  train 
would  be  an  improper  interference  with  interstate  commerce,  where  rea- 
sonable adequate  passenger  facilities  are  afforded  by  three  trains  daily 
of  another  company,  and  the  stopping  of  the  train  would  tend  to  pre- 
vent its  meeting  the  competition  of  a  parallel  railroad  traversing  a 
shorter  distance  between  the  same  termini.  Re  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  (Ga.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  644. 

nrTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

Accoimting  methods  of,  see  Accounting. 

Jurisdiction    of   courts   to   review   of,   see   Appeal  and   Review, 

24. 
Attorney's  fees  for  appearance  before,  see  Attorneys,  1. 
View  of,  as  to  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  6. 
Review  of  findings  of,  presumptions,  see  Evidence,  15. 
Jurisdiction  of  state  Commission  to  remove  discrimination  in  stock 

quotation  service  in  the  absence  of  action  by,  see  Interstate 

Commerce,  9. 
Order  of,  as  to  interstate  rate  as  affecting  action  of  Commission  or 

rates  for  similar  service  within  the  state,  see  Rates,  32. 
Block  system  of  express  rates  adopted,  see  Rates,  214-217. 
Ultimate  facts  rather  than  evidential  facts  to  be  stated  in  report, 

see  Reports,  8. 

1.  The  right  of  special  agents  or  examiners  for  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  to  inspect  carriers'  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda 
was  not  conferred  by  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  383, 
chap.  104),  §  12,  which  deals  with  the  production  of  evidence  in  certain 
cases.  United  States  ex  rel.  McReynolds  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1915B,  247  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  318,  59  L.  ed.  598,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
363,  affirming  212  Fed.  486). 

2.  The  compulsory  inspection  of  the  correspondence  of  an  interstate 
railway  carrier,  relative  to  its  business,  was  not  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  386,  chap.  104),  §  20,  as  amend- 
ed by  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  684,  chap.  3591,  Corny. 
Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  giving  the  Interstate  Commerce  Ck)mmlssion  power 
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to  prescribe  the  forms  of  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  which  such 
carriers  shall  keep,  to  which  the  Commission  shall  have  access  at  all 
times,  with  authority  to  employ  special  agents  or  examiners  to  inspect 
and  examine  any  and  all  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  kept  by  such 
carriers;  nor  is  there  anything  in  the  use  of  the  word  "documents"  in 
the  further  amendment  to  that  section  by  the  act  of  February  25,  1900 
(35  Stat,  at  L.  649,  chap.  193,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8592),  indicating  an 
intention  to  make  such  section  broad  enough  to  include  correspondents. 
United  States  ex  rel.  McReynolds  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B, 
247  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  318,  69  L.  ed.  698,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,  affirming 
212  Fed.  486). 

3.  The  right  to  inspect  and  examine  the  accounts,  records,  and 
memoranda  of  interstate  railway  carriers,  given  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  by  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  386, 
chap.  104),  §  20,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at 
L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8663),  was  not  intended  to  be 
limited  to  such  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  only  as  were  made 
after  the  passage  of  the  act,  but  it  was  intended  that  an  examination 
be  permitted  of  all  such  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  act.  United  States  ex.  rel. 
McReynolds  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1915B,  247  (S.  C.  236  U.  S. 
318,  69  L.  ed.  698,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  363,  affirming  212  Fed.  486). 


INTERSTATE  BIE8SAGES. 

fiustaining  by  court  of  order  relative  to  refund  by  telegraph  com- 
pany of  charges  on  intrastate  messages  as  ground  for  similar 
order  relative  to  interstate  messages,  see  Obdess,  4. 

IN  TER8T ATE  RATES. 

Difference  between  interstate  and  intrastate,  as  discrimination,  see 

Discrimination,  18-22. 
Effect  of  reduction  of  intrastate  rates  upon,  see  Rates,  271. 

INTERSTATE  TRAINS. 

Jurisdiction  of  State  Commission  over  service  rendered  by,  see  In- 
terstate Commerce, '3-5. 

Stopping  of  interstate  passenger  trains  at  small  Villages  as  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce, 
13-15. 

Power  of  Commission  to  direct  routing  of,  see  Service,  33. 

Stopping  of,  when  passenger  service  is  inadequate,  see  Sebvics,  269, 
270. 

INTER8TATION  RATES. 

Discrimination  in,  see  Discrimination,  133. 

INTERSTATION  TRAFFIC. 

As  wholesale,  see  Discrimination,  127. 
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nfTEBURBAN  CARS. 

On  interurban  railway  to  be  equipped  with  power  brakes,  see  In- 

TEBURBAN  RAILWAYS,  2. 

Sanitation  of,  by  interurban  railway  companies,  see  Sebvioe,  195, 

196. 
Height  of  car  steps,  see  Sebyicb,  197. 

IKTERUBBAK  RAITWATS. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F, 
1086. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by.  Appendix,  P.U.R.191/5F 
1102. 

Apportionment  of  revenue  and  expenses  of,  to  determine  reasonable- 
ness of  fares,  see  Apportionment,  9. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  values  where  tracks  of  street  rail- 
way company  are  used  jointly  by  interurban  railway  companies, 
see  Apportionment,  67-73. 

Order  compelling  interchange  of  traffic  between  steam  road  and, 
not  violative  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  15. 

Jurisdiction  in  New  York  courts  over  action  to  recover  damages  for 
ejection  of  passenger  from  car  for  refusing  to  pay  excess  fare, 
see  Courts,  4. 

Construction  of,  across  industrial  spur  track,  notwithstanding  Con- 
necticut statute  providing  that  no  electric  railway  shall  be  con- 
structed across  the  tracks  of  any  steam  railway  at  grade,  see 
Crossings,  17. 

Percentage  of  present  value  of  electric  road  to  value  new  as  in- 
dicating efficiency,  see  Depreciation,  108. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by,  see  Discrimination  generally  and  par- 
ticularly, 122-127. 

Discrimination  in  service  by,  see  Discrimination,  194,  195. 

Use  of  street  railway  tracks  by,  see  Intercorporate  Relations* 
11-16. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally  and  particularly,  234-251. 

Order  permitting  steam  railroads  to  collect  excess  fares  from  pas- 
sengers not  provided  with  tickets  was  made  inapplicable  to,  see 
Rates,  251. 

Security  issues  by  interurban  railways,  see  Security  Issues. 

For  service  of  interurban  railways,  see  Service,  generally  and  par- 
ticularly, 191-207. 

Abandonment  of  service  by,  see  Service,  117,  118. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  stops  at  all  corners,  see 
Service,  35. 

Duty  to  protect  and  carry  passengers  safely  although  road  is  oper- 
ated at  a  loss,  see  Service,  53. 

1.  A  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  authorizing  a  railway 
company  to  exercise  certain  franchise  rights  obtained  from  municipali- 
ties was  granted,  on  condition  that  a  clause  be  incorporated  thereiu 
specifying  that  the  company  should  not  claim  a  value  in  excess  of  the 
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actual  amount  paid  therefor.     Re  Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.    (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  347. 

2.  All  double-truck  cars  of  an  interurban  electric  railway  used  in 
the  transportation  of  passengers  were  required  to  be  equipped  with 
some  effective  system  of  power  brakes  and  all  poles  to  be  located  not 
less  than  5  feet  from  the  nearest  rail.  Re  Connecticut  Co.  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  989. 

3.  The  purchaser  of  an  interurban  railway  from  the  builder  must,  in 
equity  and  good  conscience,  carry  out  the  latter 's  agreements  w^ith  re- 
spect to  the  furnishing  of  reasonable  local  service,  entered  into  at  the 
time  of  construction.  Brann  v.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  586. 

4.  No  general  rule  should  be  laid  down  by  a  Conunission,  requir- 
ing electric  lines  to  place  round-trip  or  excursion  tickets  in  the  hands 
of  conductors  to  sell,  since  the  danger  of  accidents  would  be  greatly 
increased  were  the  additional  biu*den  of  selling  tickets  to  be  placed 
upon  them  when  the  traffic  is  heavy;  but  this  is  a  matter  which  may 
be  safely  left  in  the  hands  of  the  carriers,  who,  should,  whenever  possi- 
ble, without  unduly  burdening  the  conductor,  require  such  tickets  to 
be  sold  by  him.    Re  Peninsular  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  763. 

INTERVENTION. 

In  proceedings,  see  Procedubb,  7,  8. 

INTRASTATE   MESSAGES. 

Sustaining  by  court  of  order  relative  to  refund  by  telegraph  com- 
pany of  charges  on  intrastate  messages  as  ground  for  similar 
order  relative  to  interstate  messages,  see  Obdebs,  4. 

INTRASTATE  RATES. 

Apportionment  to  determine  reasonableness  of,  see  Appobhoitment, 

12. 
Difference  between  interstate  and  intrastate  rates  as  discrimination, 

see  DiscBiMiNATiON,  18-22. 
Order  of  Commission  relative  to,  as  burden  of  interstate  commerce, 

see  Interstate  Commerce,  14. 
Effect  of  reduction  of,  upon  interstate  rates,  see  Rates,  271. 

INVAUDITT. 

Effect  of  partial  invalidity  of  franchise,  see  Franchise,  4, 

INVENTORY. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  inventory  found  in  files  of  utility,  see 
Evidence,  60. 

INVESTMENT. 

Apportionment  of,  in  case  of  a  single  utility,  see  Appobtionment, 

4,  11,  23,  28,  29,  32,  34,  36,  40. 
Apportionment  of,  where  several  utilities  are  jointly  engaged  in 

managing  several  businesses,  see  Appobtionment,  36a. 
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INVESTMENT  EST  EXCESS  OF,  ETC., —IRRIGATION       217 

Apportionment  of  Talues  where  internrban  railway  compaay  uses 

the  trades  and  facilities  of  city  street  railway  company,  see 

Appobtionment,  70-73. 
Proposed  increase  in  interurban  railway  rates  refused  because  of 

investment  made  by  patrona  relying  upon   lower  fares,   see 

Rates,  240. 
Return  on,  see  Return. 

nrVEBTlIENT  IK  EXCESS  OF  PBE8BHT  NEEDS* 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  of  property  for  rate  making  pur- 
poses, see  Valuation,  172-178. 

mVESTOBS. 

Liability  of  state  to,  where  Commission  has  approved  issue  of  capi- 
tal stock,  see  Orders,  11. 

imoN. 

Substitution  of  iron  poles  for  wooden,  as  capital  charge,  see  Re- 
turn, 40. 

IBBEGUUiBITT* 

In  management,  as  ground  for  denying  issue  of  securities,  see  Se- 
curity Issues,  30. 

IRBIGATION. 

See  also  Water. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  irrigation  service,  Appendix,  P.U.R. 
1916F,  1105. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by  irrigation  company,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 88,  99,  128,  129. 

Discrimination  in  service  by  irrigation  company,  see  DiscRtiaNA- 
TiON,  196,  197. 

Deferring  time  for  establishment  of  new  rates  for,  see  Procedure, 
4. 

Irrigation  company  as  public  utility,  see  Purlic  Utilities,  26. 

Land  company  furnishing  water  to  purchasers  of  land  for  irriga- 
tion purposes  as  public  utility,  see  Public  UTnirres,  27. 

Rates  for  electricity  used  for  irrigation  purposes,  see  Rates,  189. 

Return  of  irrigation  company,  see  Return  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 162. 

Consideration  of  duplication  cost  in  fixing  return,  see  Retturn,  110. 

Security  issues  by  irrigation  company,  see  Security  Issues,  55. 

Abandonment  of  service  by  irrigation  company,  see  Service,  119. 

Service  by  irrigation  company,  see  Service,  208-210. 

Valuation  of  irrigation  system,  see  Valuation. 

Increase  in  value  of  farms  along  irrigation  ditch  as  justification  for 
raising  water  rates,  see  Valuation,  94. 

1.  An  irrigation  company  will  not  be  ordered  to  take  control  of  a 
private  irrigation  ditch  and  its  branches,  and  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  same,  unless  it  is  properly  compensated  by  the  landowners  benefited 
thereby.    Porter  v.  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  695. 
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218  IRRIGATION  CANAL— JOINT  USE. 

2.  StockholderB  of  an  irrigation  company  haTe  authority  to  direct 
the  manner  in  which  the  unissued  shares  of  stock  shall  be  disposed  of; 
and  owners  of  water  rights,  who  are  not  stockholders  in  the  company, 
have  no  ground  for  complaint  with  reference  thereto,  since  there  is  no 
essential  connection  between  the  ownership  of  stock  and  the  ownership 
of  water  rights.  Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.UJL1915C, 
1. 

3.  An  irrigation  company  cannot,  by  the  adoption  of  a  rule,  limit 
water  rights  appurtenant  to  lands  to  those  rights  represented  by  stock 
of  the  company;  nor  can  it  extend  water  rights  attaching  to  outstand- 
ing shares  of  its  stock  to  a  certain  acreage,  since  the  ownership  of  a 
share  of  stock  cannot,  in  and  of  itself,  originate  a  water  right,  without 
actual  application  of  the  water  to  beneficial  uses.  Hammen  v.  Ft. 
Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1. 

IRRIGATION  CANAL. 

Jurisdiction  of  C<mimis8ion  to  settle  disputed  property  rights  as  to 
the  ownership  of,  see  CoiociasiONS,  44. 

ISOUiTING  SWITCHES. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  furnishing  power  to  separate  plants  to  in- 
stall, see  Sebviob,  175. 

ISSUANCE  OF  SECURITIES. 

See  Security  Issues. 

JAUi. 

Reduced  rates  for,  as  discrimination,  see  DiscsnoNAZioif,  75. 

JITNEYS. 

See  AUTOMOBILBS. 

JOINT  ENTERPRISE. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  earning  as  values  in  case  of,  see  Ap- 

FQBnONKENT,  41-85. 

JOINT  MANAGEMENT. 

Of  utility  apportionment  of  expenses  in  case  of,  see  Appobtion- 
MENT,  36a-38. 

JOINT  OWNERSHIP. 

See  Intcbcobporatb  Relations. 

JOINT  RATES. 

See  also  Through  Route  and  Joint  Rate. 

Right  of  terminal  railroad  to  have  joint  rates  with  connecting  rail- 
roads, see  Cabriebs,  5. 

JOINT  USE. 

Approval  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  not  required  to  contract  be- 
tween two  utilities  for  joint  use  of  telephone  poles,  where  con- 
tract was  made  under  prior  law,  see  Commissions,  16. 
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JUDGMENT—LAMPS.  219 

JUDGMEKT. 

Appeal  from,  see  Afpkal  and  Review. 
Mode  of  review,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  8. 
Reversal  of,  for  purpose  of  granting  partial  relief,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  39. 

1.  The  dismissal  of  a  bill  which  seeks  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of 
a  municipal  ordinance  fixing  gas  rates  as  confiscatory  should  be  with- 
out prejudice  where  the  actual  eflfect  of  such  rates  has  not  had  the  teat 
of  experience.  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  P.U.R.1915D,  577  (S. 
C.  238  U.  S.  163,  59  L.  ed.  1244,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811,  modifying  199 
Fed.  204). 

JUBICIAL  FUNCTIONS. 

Of  Commission,  see  Commissions,  4. 

JUniCIAI.  QITBSTXON. 

Reasonableness  of  legislative  exercise  of  poliee  power  as,  flee  Appeal 

AND  Review,  14. 
What  constitutes,  see  Commissions,  48. 
Reasonableness  of  order  of  Commission  as,  see  ConstitxttIOnal 

Law,  63. 
Reasonableness  of  rates  as,  see  Rates,  54-59. 

JUDICIAL  SALE. 

Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  franchise 
and  system  without  consent  of  municipality  as  not  defeating 
transfer  by  judicial  sale  on  mortgage  foreclosure,  see  Pban- 
CHises,  2,  3. 

JUKISDICTION. 

Of  Commission,  see  Commissions. 
Of  courts,  see  Coubts. 

As  to  who  may  complain  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  to 
issue  an  order,  see  Commissions,  28. 

JUBT  TBIAIn 

Statute  creating  presumption  as  infringing  upon,  see  CoNSTrru- 
TiONAL  Law,  28. 

KEEPING. 

Place  for  keeping  records,  see  Records,  3-6. 

KILOWATT  HOUR. 

Rate  for  electricity,  see  Ratbs,  160. 

LAMPS. 

Mode  of  classifying  testing  lamps  for  rate  purposes,  see  Rates,  171. 
Amount  of  illumination  per  unit  cost  of  different  types  of  lamps, 

see  Sebvice,  180. 
Money  invested  in,  by  electric  utility  as  part  of  working  capital, 

see  Valuation,  254. 
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LAND. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  title  to,  see  Commissions, 
43. 

Charge  for  service  as  lien  upon,  see  Payment,  65. 

Enhanced  value  of  as  affecting  rates,  see  Rates,  78. 

Sales  and  leases  of  real  estate,  see  Real  Estate. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  facilities  for  interchange  of 
traffic  between  land  and  water  carriers,  see  Service,  31. 

Effect  of  dispute  as  to  title  of  land  in  valuation  proceedings,  see 
Valuation,  38. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  123,  133,  210-230. 

Allowance  for  costs  of  acquisition   in   valuing  railway  land,  see 
Valuation,  224. 

Consideration  to  be  given  leased  lands  in  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 346. 

t 
XiAND  COMPAKIE8. 

Sale  of  water  system  to  water  company,  see  Consoudation,  Mer- 
ger AND  Sale,  27. 

furnishijig  water  for  irrigation  to  purchasers  of  land  as  public 
utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  27. 

LANDLORD. 

Liability  of,  for  services  furnished  tenant,  see  Payment,  66-70. 

LARGE  CONSUMBR8. 

Single  bill  for  several  installations,  see  Discrimination,  42-45. 
Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discrimination,  60-62,  108-111. 
Change  in  rate  schedule  for  benefit  of,  see  Rates,  199. 
Natural  gas  rates  for,  see  Rates,  258d. 

Unreasonableness  of  flat  rates  for  water  furnished  to,  see  Rates, 
489. 

LATERALS. 

Reasonableness  of  charge  for  laying,  to  consumer's  property,  see 
Rates,  517. 

LAUNCHES. 

Rate  of  depreciaticm  of,  see  Depreciation,  82. 

LAW. 

Power  of  Commission  to  decide  and  declare  the  law,  see  Commis- 
sions, 4. 
Questions  of,  see  Trial,  1. 

LAWFUL  OBLIGATIONS. 

Refunding  of,  as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Security  Issues, 
46-70,  83. 
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I«EAKAGE. 

Elimination  of,  in  determination  of  expenses  chargeable  to  output, 

see  Appobtionment,  27. 
Of  natural  gas  through  distributing  system,  see  Natural  Gas,  3,  4. 
Effect  of,  on  right  of  consumer  to  have  reparation,  see  Rkfabatiox, 

2 

LEAS1S. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 

Of  railway  lines,  amoimting  to  consolidation,  see  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb  and  Sale,  12. 

Approval  of  transfer  of,  not  approval  of  contents  of,  see  Consoli- 
dation, Mbbges  and  Sale^  28. 

Of  one  utility  to  another,  see  Intebcorporate  Relations,  1. 

Approval  of  lease  resulting  in  abandonment  of  service,  see  Service, 
28. 

1.  The  primary  purpose  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  the  legis- 
lative requirement  that  all  leases  proposed  to  be  made  by  railroad 
companies  of  this  state  should  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Utility  Commissioners  for  its  approval  is  not  merely  to  furnish  a 
means  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  in  a  given  case  the  conditions 
exist  under  which  the  statutes  of  the  state  authorize  such  leases  to  be 
made,  and  whether  or  not  the  statutory  procedure  with  relation  thereto 
has  been  followed,  but  provide  a  method  for  preventing  the  making 
of  leases  embracing  provisions  inimical  to  the  interests  of  the  state,  or 
omitting  provisions  which  are  requisite  for  the  protection  of  those  inter- 
ests. West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  847. 

LEASED  LANDS. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  34(J. 

LEGAL  ADVICE. 

Annual  allowance  for  legal  advice  for  water  company,  see  Return, 
67. 

LEGAL  EXPENSES. 

Apportionment  of,  between  electric  and  water  departments  of  util- 
ities, see  Apportionment,  33. 

Allowance  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  24,  104,  111,  113,  130, 
131,  137-142. 

LEGAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Conunission  to  determine  legality  of,  see  Commis- 
sion, 35,  36. 

LEGAL  RATE  OF  INTEREST. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  return,  see  Returx,  115. 
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222  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE— LEVELS. 

LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE. 

Competency  upon  rate  inquiry  of  testimony  fixed  before,  see  En- 
DENGE,  61. 


LEOISLATUBE. 

Beview  by  court  of  legislative  aet  constituting  abuse  of  discretion, 
see  Afpeai.  and  Kevieiw,  14. 

Del^ation  of  powers  to  Commission,  see  Constitutional  Law,  50~ 
62. 

Enactment  by,  as  relief  from  performance  of  contract,  see  Con- 
tracts, 3. 

Presumption  of  reasonableness  of  legislative  requirement,  see  Evi- 
dence, 8,  9. 

Rigbt  to  regulate  the  right  of  owners  of  vehicles  to  use  highways 
for  purpose  of  common  carriage,  see  Highways  and  Streets, 
3. 

Power  of  New  York  legislature  to  regulate  rates  of  street  railway 
fixed  by  municipal  franchise,  see  Rates,  50. 

Power  to  fix  compensation  for  use  of  county  bridge  by  state  rail- 
way company,  see  Street  Railways,  5. 

Power  of,  in  respect  to  change  of  situs  of  rolling  stock  for  purposes 
of  taxation,  see  Taxation,  4-8. 

1.  The  legislature  in  subserving  the  op^ation  of  common  carry- 
ing vehicles  on  the  highways  to  the  interest  and  convenience  of  the 
public  may  prescribe  the  number,  character,  routes,  rates,  and  hours 
of  service  of  the  vehicles  or  delegate  such  power  of  regulation  to  mu- 
nicipal corporations.  Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.0.R.1915E,  93  (S.  C.  —  W. 
Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1916F,  840,  86  S.  E.  781). 

2.  The  legislature,  in  passing  an  act  repealing  in  effect  the  charter 
of  a  city  and  granting  a  new  one,  which  provides  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  be  held  to  impair  any  of  the  rights  granted  by  the 
city  to  a  street  railway  company,  and  which  ratifies,  confirms,  and 
validates  the  ordinance  granted  the  same,  is  not  estopped,  either  direct- 
ly or  through  the  Railroad  Commission,  from  reducing  the  rates  pre- 
scribed in  the  ordinance,  particularly  where  the  act  further  provided 
that  all  other  ordinances,  resolutions,  regulations,  rules,  by-laws,  and 
orders,  not  repealed,  suspended,  or  made  void,  should  continue  and  re- 
main of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  act  had  not  been  passed, 
until  altered,  amended,  repealed,  or  suspended  by  tiie  common  council  in 
pursuance  of  the  act.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916D,  192   (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  162  N.  W.  887). 

LEKOTH  OF  TBIP. 

As  affecting  discrimination  in  blanket  rates  of  interurban  railway, 
see  Discrimination,  126. 

LEVELS. 

To  be  maintained  at  dam,  see  Water,  6. 
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UABUJTT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  legal  responsibility  for 
money  diverted  from  a  public  utility,  see  PuBUO  Utiliiibs«  7. 

UABILITT  IHStmANCB. 

See  IKSURANGB. 

UBRABT. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Disgbimination,  67-76* 

LlCElfSES. 

For  operation  of  aut<nnobile  aa  jitney  bus,  see  Automobilbs,  ld~ 

19. 
Effect  of  license  to  puUiic  to  use  private  dock  of  railroad,  see  Bail- 

B0AD6,  4. 
License  fee  paid  by  telephone  company  for  its  equipment  as  an 

operating  expense,  see  RcrUBN,  66. 
Prepaid  licenses  aa  part  of  wotldng  capital,  see  Valuation,  240. 

1.  The  receivers  of  a  telephone  company  were  authorized  to  grant 
"facility  licenses"  to  other  utilities  to  attach  and  maintain  their  wires 
and  fixtures  on  the  poles  and  other  property  of  the  company,  not  needed 
for  its  own  business,  provided  that  such  licenses  be  for  a  term  not  to 
exceed  five  years,  for  adequate  consideration,  and  upon  terms  not  in 
conflict  with  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission,  or  with  any 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Public  Utilities  law;  and  provided,  further, 
that  such  licenses  be  terminable  upon  thirty  days'  notice  or  at  any  time 
upon  objections  by  the  Commission,  and  that  two  copies  of  such  licenses 
be  filed  with  the  Commission  within  twenty  days  from  their  execution. 
Re  Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  315. 

UGHTEB8. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbbciation,  82. 

LIGHTING. 

See  also  Stbeet  Lighting. 

Apportionment  as  between  street  lighting  and  commercial  lifting, 

see  Appobhonhent,  32. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  validity  of  contract  for 

municipal  lighting,  see  Cohmissionb,  56. 
Reasonableness  of  rates  for,  see  Rates,  179,  180. 
Right  to  charge  higher  rates  for  natural  gas  for,  see  Ratbb,  258c. 

LIGHTNING  ARBESTER. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  to  furnish  lightning  arrester  or  other  salety 
appliances,  see  Sebyigb,  164-167. 

LIGHTS. 

Power  of  municipal  authorities  to  compel  utilities  to  locate  lights 
within  the  territory  covered  by  its  charts,  see  Sbbvioe,  80. 
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:224  LIGNITE  CQ^L— LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

IiIGNITE   COAL. 

Rates  for  transporting,  see  Rates,  259,  333,  334. 

UMESTONE. 

Rates  for  transportation  of,  see  Rate8»  317,  318. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

For  filing  notice  of  loss  or  injury  to  shipments,  see  Railroads,  16- 
18.  . 

1.  A  statute  requiring  complaint  as  to  overcharges  for  transporta- 
tion to  be  made  within  two  years  from  the  time  of  exaction,  does  not 
apply  where  the  petitioner,  by  letter  and  notice,  has  brought  his  claim 
to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  within  the  limit  prescribed  by  law. 
Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.191oA, 
839. 

2.  The  five  years*  limitation  prescribed  by  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  1047, 
Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  1712,  for  suits  or  prosecutions  for  a  "penalty 
or  forfeiture,  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  accruing  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,"  does  not  govern  a  reparation  action  brought  under  the 
interstate  commerce  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap, 
104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §  16,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June 
29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L..584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  to 
recover  from  a  carrier  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  a 
shipper,  and  awarded  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  by  rea- 
son of  the  carrier's  violation  of  the  prohibitions  of  those  acts  against 
unreasonable  rates  and  unjust  discrimination.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Val« 
ley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

3.  All  accrued  claims  for  damages  sustained  by  a  shipper  through  a 
carriers'  violation  of  the  prohibitions  in  the  act  of  February  4,  1887 
(24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §§  1  and  2, 
against  unreasonable  rates  and  unjust  discriminations,  if  not  already 
barred  by  the  applicable  state  statutes  of  limitation,  were  saved,  though 
accruing  more  than  two  years  before  the  enactment  of  June  29,  1906 
(34  Stat,  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  amending 
§  16  of  the  earlier  act  by  limiting  the  time  for  invoking  action  by  the 
Commission  upon  such  claims  to  two  years  from  the  accrual  of  the  claim, 
by  the  proviso  that  ''claims  accrued  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  may 
be  presented  within  one  year."  Meeker  t.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  8.  412,  69  L.  ed.  644,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328, 
modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311,  211  Fed.  786). 

4.  State  statutes  of  limitation  which  might  otherwise  be  applicable 
were  superseded  as  to  reparation  claims  already  accrued,  if  not  al- 
ready barred  by  such  statutes,  as  well  as  to  those  thereafter  accruing,  by 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591, 
Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  amending  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24 
Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §  16,  by  limiting 
to  two  years  from  the  accrual  of  the  claim  the  time  for  invoking  action 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commissioa  upon  complaints  by  shippers 
for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of  a  carrier's 
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overcharges  or  unjust  discriminations,  with  a  proviso  that  "claims  ac- 
crued prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  may  be  presented  within  one  year." 
Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C.  236  U.  S. 
412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C.  A.  311, 
211  Fed.  785). 

6.  The  year  granted  by  the  amendment  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1906 
(34  Stat,  at  L.  584,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  to  the  act 
of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913, 
§  8563),  §  16,  for  the  presentment  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion of  claims  accrued  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  amendatory  act  for 
damages  sustained  by  a  shipper  through  a  carrier's  violation  of  the 
prohibitions  in  §§  1  and  2,  of  the  earlier  act  against  unreasonable  rates 
and  unjust  discriminations  must  be  deemed  to  have  begim  to  run  from 
August  28,  1906,  notwithstanding  the  proviso  of  the  concluding  section 
of  the  amendatory  act  that  "this  act  shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force 
from  and  after  its  patisage,*'  in  view  of  the  postponement  of  its  effective 
date  for  sixty  days  by  a  joint  resolution  adopted  on  the  day  following 
its  approval.  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072  (S.  C. 
236  U.  S.  414,  59  L.  ed.  644,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  328,  modifying  128  C.  C. 
A.  311,  211  Fed.  785). 

LIQUOR.  ^ 

•Fact  that  liquor  is  so]d  in  one  county  and  not  in  another,  not  to 
be  considered  in  fixing  interurban  rates,  see  Rates*,  76. 

LOAD   BASIS. 

Of  electric  rates  for  pumping,  see  Rates,  186. 

LOAD  FACTOR. 

As  determinative  of  the  cost  of  production  of  electricity,  see  Eleo- 
TBICITY,  2. 

LOADING  CARS. 

Facilities  for,  see  Service,  279. 

LOANS. 

Consideration  of  cost  of  loan  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 27. 

LOCAL  ASSESSMENT. 

Jurisdiction'  of  Commission   over  enforcement  of  assessments  for 
paving,  see  Commissions,  46. 

LOCAL  AUTHORITIES. 

Power  of  Commission  where  control  over  public  utilities  has  not 
been  surrendered  by,  see  Rates,  33-37. 

LOCAL  ENTERPRISE. 

Right  of  state  to  fix  rates  to  build  up,  see  Commissions,  42. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 16. 
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LOCALITIES. 

Discrimination  between,  by  electric  company,  see  Discrimination, 

36-41. 
Single  bill  for  installations  in  several  localities,  see  Discbimh^a- 

TION,  42-45. 
Definition  of,  as  used  in  Public  Service  Law  with  reference  to 

physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  SsBVlcs,  397. 

LOCALITY  RATES. 

For  telephones,  see  Hates,  407,  408. 

LOCAL  RATES. 

Effect  of  combination  of,  to  defeat  through  rate  of  electric  railways, 

see  Rates,  234. 
Right   of   railroad   company   to   increase,   where   through    rate   is 

greater  than  aggregate  of  intermediate  rates,  see  Rates,  260. 

LOCAL  TRAFFIC. 

By  interurban  railways,  see  Sebvice,  205. 

LOCATION. 

Of  railroads,  see  Railboads,  9. 

Charge  for  changing  location  of  telephone,  see  Rates,  456-462.' 

Of  station  on  railroad,  see  Service,  236-241. 

Of  telephone  instruments  in  residence,  see  Sebvice,  425. 

Of  plant  as  affecting  valuation,  see  Valuation,  95. 

LOCOMOTIVE. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbbsiation,  82. 

LODGES. 

Free  and  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination, 
49. 

LOFT  BUILDING. 

Electric  rates  for,  see.DiscBunNATioN,  120. 

LOGGING  RAILROAD. 

As  common  carrier,  see  Cabbiebs,  2. 

Service  by  as  common  carrier,  see  Sebvice^  216-^8. 

LONG  AND   SHORT  DISTANCE. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for,  by  telephone  company,  see  DisoBimiiA- 
TION,  32. 

LONG  AND  SHORT  HAUL. 

See  also  Discbimination,  23-27. 

Reduction  of  rate  for  the  short  haul  rather  than  increase  for  the 

long  haul  where  the  latter  rate  was  voluntarily  established,  see 

EVIDEN'CE,  26.  /- 
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I.ONG  DISTANCE  MEiSAGEfl. 

Discriminatioii  by  telephone  company  in  oiforcing  rule  requiring 
subscribers  to  pay  for  all  long  distance  messages  originating  on 
their  telephone,  see  DiscBnavATiON,  221-223. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  subscriber  to  pay  for  all  long  dis- 
tance messages  originating  from  his  telephone,  see  Patmsnt, 
7. 

Deposit  as  security  for  payment  for,  see  Patment,  47. 

LONO  HAUUL 

Higher  charge  for  shorter  hauls,  see  DiscBDnKATiON,  28,  31. 

LOOP. 

Adequacy  of  passenger  train  sendee  for  city  located  on  loop  of  rail- 
road, see  Sebvice,  248. 


See  also  OpntATiON  at  a  Loss. 

Of  capital  not  to  be  credited  to  profit  and  loss  or  to  surplus,  see  Ac- 

OOUNTING,  16.    ' 
Due  to  rates  on  particular  commodities  transported  in  intrastate 

commerce,  see  Conbtitutional  Law,  6. 
Distinction  between  orders  as  to  safety  and  as  to  adequacy  of 

service  of  interurlfan  railway  operated  at  a  loss,  see  Obdbbs,  7. 
During  early  years  as  ground  for  maintenance  of  existing  unreason- 
able charges,  see  Rates,  117,  118. 
Consideration  of,  due  to  commercial  competition,  in  fixing  rates,  see 

Rates,  218. 
Due  to  personal  injuries  to  patrons  or  employees,  see  Retubn,  68- 

71. 
Due  to  extraordinary  conditions  in  the  operation  of  toll  bridge  as 

operating  expense,  see  Retubn,  72. 
Amortization  of  losses  caused  by  storms  and  floods,  see  Return, 

85,  86. 
Provision   against  loss  of  franchise  where  utility  may  continue 

under  undeterminate  permit,  see  Retubn,  84. 
In  one  department  of  utility  not  to  be  made  up  by  excessive  charges 

in  another,  see  Rates,  126,  127. 
Consideration  of  in  determining  adequacy  of  service,  see  Sebvice, 

46. 
Capitalization  of  past  losses,  see  Valuation,  205-303. 

LOUISIAHA. 

Validity  of  provision  requiring  notice  of  claim  for  loss  or  damage 
to  shipment  to  be  filed  within  two  years,  see  Railboads,  .16,  17. 

Adoption  of  interstate  commerce  commission  block  and  zone  system 
of  express  rates,  see  Rates,  214-217. 

I.1JBBICATXNG  OH.. 

As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  236. 
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MApHINERT. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  aee  Depbbgiaiiqk,  79-82. 

MACHINE  SHOP. 

Accounting  by  a  water  company  operating  its  plant  in  connection 

with,  see  Accounting,  10. 
Depreciation  of  equipment,  see  Depreciation,  79-81. 

MAGNETO  SERVICE. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  increase  rates  on  change  from 
magneto  to  battery  service,  see  Rates,  393. 

MAIL. 

Rates  charged  rural  mail  routes  over  tool  bridge,  see  Discbiuina- 

TION,  107. 
Rates  for  carrying,  see  Rates,  284. 

MAINE. 

Power  of  Maine  Commission  as  to  apportionment  of  cost  of  re< 
pairs  to  city  bridge,  between  city  and  street  railway  company, 
see  Apportionment,  41-44. 

Public  policy  of,  with  reference  to  grade  crossings,  see  CrossinoSj 
11. 

Authority  to  give  reduced  rates  under  ^tatute  of,  see  Discrimina- 
TION,  11. 

Policy  of  Maine  Commission  as  to  issuance  of  securities,  see  Se- 
curity Issues,  145,  146,  151,  158,  159. 

MAIN  UNE. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  earnings  between  main  line  and  branch, 

see  Apportionment,  16-18. 
Rates  on,  not  comparable  to  rate  for  electric  line  suburban  service, 

see  Discrimination,  135,  136. 

MAINS  AND  PIPES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  87,  88. 

Consideration  of  fact  that  municipality  owns  water  mains  in  fixing 
rates  to  be  charged  by  water  company,  see  Rates,  483. 

Fee  for  tapping,  see  Rates,  517,  518. 

Expense  of  cutting  pavement  in  order  to  make  repairs  on,  as  oper- 
ating expense,  see  Return,  48. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  length  of  life  of  water  pipe  upon  or- 
dering extension  of  water  service,  see  Service,  103. 

Duty  of  water  company  as  to  freezing  of  pipes,  see  Service,  144. 

Cost  of  water  service  connection,  who  to  bear,  see  Service,  145-153. 

Consideration  of  fact  that  service  mains  of  a  water  system  are  par- 
alleled by  mains  of  city  in  fixing  value  of  system  for  municipal 
purchase,  see  Valuation,  96. 

Consideration  oT  pavement  over,  in  fixing  valuation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 144-155. 
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Consideration  of  present  value  of,  for  municipal  purchaae,  see  Val- 
uation, 169. 

Consideration  of  value  of  service  connections  partly  paid  for  by 
consumers  in  violation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  207. 

Reasonableness  of  order  of  municipal  authorities  requiring  water 
company  to  lay  pipes  on  bed  of  a  river,  see  Wateb,  3. 

MAINTENANCE. 

Separate  accounts  for  maintenance  and  for  depreciation  of  plant, 

to  be  maintained,  see  Accounting,  4. 
Bight  of  street  railway  company  to  charge  salary  of  general  man- 
ager and  superintendent  to,  see  Accounting,  18. 
Apportionment  of  costs  of  maintenance  where  tracks  of  street  car 

company  are  used  jointly  by  interurbau  railway  companies, 

see  Appobtionmknt,  67-69.    . 
Deferred  maintenance  as  an  element  of  depreciation,  see  Depbecla- 

TION,  4. 
Minimum  charge  to  cover  expense  of  maintenance  of  meters,  see 

Rates,  504. 
Teats  of  high  efficiency  in  maintenance  of  water  plant,  see  Wateb, 

2. 

HANAGEMENT. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  interference  in  management  of  corpora- 
tion, see  Commissions,  12. 

Transaction  by  railroad  made  under  authority  of  state  law  and 
with  express  approval  of  public  authorities,  as  mismanage- 
ment, see  Railboads,  1. 

Loss  due  to,  as  ground  for  maintenance  of  existing  rates,  see 
Rates,  118. 

Rates  imposing  burdens  of  poor  management  on  consumers,  see 
Rates,  133. 

Efficiency  of,  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  return,  see  Re- 
tubn,  116-120. 

Improvident  management  no  excuse  for  failure  to  render  adequate 
service,  see  Service,  45. 

Character  of,  as  affecting  valuation,  see  Valuation,  92,  93. 

MANAGER. 

Salary  of  general  manager  of  street  railway  company  to  be  charged 
to  general  and  miscellaneous  expense,  see  Accounting,  18. 

Amount  paid  to,  as  adjustment  of  back  salary  as  operating  expense, 
see  Return,  54. 

Allowance  for  salary  of  telephone  manager  in  fixing  t'etum,  see  Re- 
turn, 58,  59. 

1CANBAMU8. 

Reversal  of  judgment  denying  writ  of,  for  purpose  of  granting  par- 
tial relief,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  2. 

Who  may  be  heard  on  mandamus  to  enforce  order  of  Commissicm, 
see  Appeal  and  Review,  6,  7. 
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To  compel  Commission  to  approve  or  withhold  approval  of  a  rail- 
road lease,  see  Coubts,  3. 
As  proper  remedy  to  compel  operation  of  railroad,  see  Sebvicb,  43. 

1.  Mandamus  will  issue  only  where  a  clear  right  to  the  writ  is 
shown.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1915C,  207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  166,  67  So.  906). 

2.  An  action  in  mandamus  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state  upon 
the  relation  of  the  Commission  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  provision  of  the  statute  authorizing  such  action.  State 
ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  981 
(S.  C.  —  Ind.  — ,  108  N.  E.  97). 

3.  The  remedy  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  extension  of  the  service 
of  a  water  company  is  available  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  municipality  as 
individuals,  where  such  remedy  exists  at  all,  and  is  not  exclusively 
conferred  upon  other  bodies.  Lukrawka  v.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co. 
P.U.R.1915B,  331  (S.  C.  169  Cal.  318,  146  Pac.  640). 

4.  Mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  a  company  purchasing,  produc- 
ing and  transporting  natural  gas  through  pipe  lines  to  accept  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  (Act  approved  March  26,  1913,  Sess.  Laws  [Okla.] 
1913,  p.  166)  regulating  its  business  and  to  discharge  the  duties  thereby 
enjoined  upon  it  as  a  common  carrier  and  a  common  purchaser,  especi- 
ally where  a  plain,  adequate  and  complete  statutory  remedy  is  afforded 
for  a  continuation  in  business  in  violation  of  the  statute,  since  It  owes 
no  enforceable  duty  until  it  accepts  the  statute,  and,  assuming  an  ac- 
ceptance, the  writ  will  not  lie  to  compel  a  general  course  of  conduct 
and  a  long  series  of  acts  contemplated  by  the  statute.  Oklahoma 
Naturkl  Gas  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915F,  731  (S.  C.  —  Okla.  — ,  160 
Pac.  475. 

MANHOLES. 

Terminal  boxes  of  street  railway  company  to  be  installed  in,  see 
Stbebt  Railways,  14. 

MAMTJFACTirBING  PROPERTY. 

Furnishing  water  and  electricity  to  employees  and  the  public  as 
constituting  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilitibs,  9-11,  13. 

MARKET. 

Limitation  of  market  for  commodity  aa  affecting  rates  for  transpor- 
tation thereof,  see  Rates,  80. 
Rates  for  electricity  as  dependent  upon,  see  Rates,  138. 

MARKET  VALUE. 

Of  public  utilities,  see  generally  Valuation. 

Of  securities,  how  ascertained,  see  Valuation,  61. 

Of  land  of  water  company,  see  Valuation,  215, 

MARKIHG. 

Approval  of  system  of  marking  poles,  see  Poles. 
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Rates  on,  see  Rates,  3^7. 

MARRTEB  MEN. 

Per  capita  charge  for  water  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 191. 

ICABTIUkKD. 

Rules  and  regulations  governing  the  operation  of  automobiles  oper- 
ated as  common  carriers,  see  Automobiles,  9,  10. 

Power  of  Public  Service  Commission  to  compel  electric  railway  to 
make  extensions  by  virtue  of  a  permissive  charter,  see  Sebvice, 
19. 

1IAMACHI78ETT8. 

Jurisjdiction  of  Massachusetts  Commission  to  remove  discrimina- 
tion in  stock  quotation  service,  see  Interstate  Commebge,  6. 

Jurisdiction  of  (Commission  over  telegraph  companies  furnishing 
stock  ticker  quotations,  see  Publio  UTnxriES,  37. 

XATEBIALITT. 

Of  evidence^  see  Evidence. 

MATEBIAI.  ON  HAND. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  158, 
169. 

MATERIALS. 

Apportionment  of,  between  electric  and  water  department  of  utili- 
ties, see  Apportionment,  33. 
Allowance  of  costs  of,  in  return,  see  Retubn,  63. 
Purchase  of,  as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  80. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  196. 
As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  234-238,  260. 

MAXIMUM  RATES. 

See  generally  Rahss. 

Suits  by  private  persons  to  enjoin  rate  not  exceeding,  see  Raixs, 
66. 

MAXIMUM  RATE  STATUTE. 

Power  of  Commission  to  change  rates  fixed  by,  see  Rates,  26-29. 
Jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  pass  upon  reasonableness  of,  see  Rates, 
59. 

MAZDA  lAMPS. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  178. 

For  street  lighting,  see  Seevice,  180. 

MEASUREMENTS. 

Method  of  measuring  electricity,  see  Rates,  142,  143. 
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MSCHANIC8  INSTITUTE. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbimiwation,  70. 

MELOK8. 

Rates  on,  see  Rates,  328. 

MEMORANDA. 

Review  of  judgment  refusing  writ  of  mandamus  requiring  carrien 
to  permit  inspection  of,  see  Appeal  Ain)  Review,  39. 

MERCHANDISE. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation  proceeding,  see  Valuation,  194. 
As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  234. 

MERGER. 

See  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and  Sale. 

MESSAGES. 

Sustaining  by  court  of  order  relating  to  refund  by  telegraph  com- 
pany of  charges  on  intrastate  messages  as  ground  for  similar 
order  relative  to  interstate  messages,  see  Obders,  4. 

Charge  for  delivery  of  telephone,  see  Rates,  474. 

Routing  of  telephone  messages,  see  Sebvice,  4J3,  414. 

MESSENGERS. 

Discrimination  in  furnishing  messengers  for  telephone  seirioe,  see 
Discrimination,  210. 

METAIXIC  TEI.EPHONE  SYSTEM. 

Borden  of  expense  of  altering  grounded  system  to,  because  of 
parallel  high  voltage  line,  see  Apportionment,  75. 

Right  of  telephone  company  operating  a  grounded  system  to  classify 
metallic  party  line  service  separately,  see  Rates,  390-393. 

Higher  rates  not  authorized  on  a  few  metallic  lines  where  the  re- 
mainder of  system  is  grounded,  see  Rates,  392. 

Substitution  of  metallic  system  for  grounded  telephone  system,  see 
Service,  369-372. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  proposed  change  from  grounded  to 
metallic  circuit  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  13. 

METER  RATES. 

Flat  or  meter  rates  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  159-162. 
For  steam  heat  preferable  to  flat  rate,  see  Rates,  232. 
For  water,  see  Rates,  492-500. 

METER  RENTAIi. 

Discontinuance  of,  and  establishment  of  minimum  charge  to  coyer 

consumer's  cost,  see  Rates,  63,  64. 
Reasonableness  of,  see  Rates,  65-68. 
For  water,  see  Rates,  501,  502. 
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1EETEB8. 

Rate  of  depreciation  on  cost  of  installation,  see  Depreciation. 

Private  ownership  of,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  46. 

Rates  for  prepay m6»pt  gas  meters,  see  Rates,  221-223. 

Minimum  charge  to  cover  expense  of  maintenance  and  reading  of, 
see  Rates,  504. 

Charge  for  removing  and  replacing  water  meters,  see  Rates,  525. 

Cost  of  change  from  flat  rate  to,  as  operating  expense,  see  Return, 
29. 

Security  issues  for  cost  of,  see  Security  Issues,  99. 

Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of  meters,  see  Service,  139-167. 

Regulations  bearing  on  the  accuracy  of  gas  meters,  see  Service, 
182. 

Test  of  water  meters,  see  Service,  440-442.  ^ 

Consideration  of  meters  owned  by  water  company  in  valuation  pro- 
ceedings, see  Valuation,  157. 

METHOD. 

Of  accounting,  see  Accounting. 

Of  apportionment,  see  Apportionment. 

Of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  23-27. 

Of  determining  the  percentage  of  active  horse  power  of  an  electric 

utility,  see  Electricity,  1. 
Of  computing  waste  of  hatural  gaa  by  distributing  company,  see 

Natural  Gas,  3,  4. 

MICHIGAN. 

Power  of  Michigan  Commission  to  entertain  complaint  of  water 
carriers  to  compel  railroad  to  establish  through  route  and 
joint  rate,  see  Parties,  6. 

Power  of  Commission  to  order  establishment  of  joint  commodity 
rates  by  railroad,  see  Rates,  48. 

MIDNIGHT. 

Rates  for  electric  service  from  dusk  to»  see  Rates,  132. 

MILEAGE. 

As  basis  of  a4>portionment,  see  Apportionmbnt,  10-18. 

As  basis  of  apportionment  of  values,  where  tracks  of  street  railway 
company  are  used  by  interurban  company,  see  Apportion- 
ment, 71. 

MILEAGE  BOOKS. 

Sale  of  ticket  books  by  street  railway,  see  Discbimihation,  148. 
Power  of  Commission  to  permit  charges  for,  exceeding  maximum 

statutory  limit,  see  Rates,  27. 
Rates  for,  on  railroads,  see  Rates,  208-303,  306-312. 

MILK. 

Discrimination  in  transportation  of,  see  Discrimination,  201. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


234  MILLING  COMPANY— MISSOURL 

MILLING  COMPANY. 

Mining  and  milling  company  supplying  water  and  electricity  to 
employees  and  other  as  public  utility,  see  PuBUC  Utilities, 
13. 

MILL  TAX. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  payment  of,  see  Commissions,  47. 

MINIMUM  CHARGE. 

To  short  term  consumers,  see  Rates,  60. 

Purpose  of  generally,  see  Rates,  60-64. 

For  electricity,  see  Rates,  167-1 67b,  184,  200-213. 

For  electricity  for  X-ray  machines,  see  Rates.  168. 

For  gas,  see  Rates,  224-228. 

For  natural  gas,  see  Rates,  266,  268. 

For  water,  see  Rates,  601-606e. 

Water  furnished  for  fire  protection,  see  Rates,  606. 

MINING  COMMUNITIES. 

Amount  of  return  for  an  electric  utility  operating  in,  see  Rbtubh» 
148. 

MINING  COMPANY. 

Sale  of  hydro-electric  system  by,  to  individual,  see  CoNSOUDATioif, 
Meugsr  and  Sale,  32. 

Mining  and  milling  company  supplying  water  and  electricity  to 
employees  and  to  others  as  public  utility,  see  PtTBUO  Util- 
ities, 13. 

MINORITY  STOCKHOLDERS. 

Objections  of,  not  available  to  prevent  consolidation  of  companies, 
when,  see  CoNSOunATioir,  Merges  aitd  Sale,  19. 

MISCELLANEOUS  EQUIPMENT. 

Duty  of  entering  automobiles  owned  by  street  railway  company 
under,  see  Aocountino,  18. 

MISMANAGEMENT. 

See  Management. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

^ect  of,  by  telephone  company  in  inducing  subscribers  to  consent 
to  a  change  from  a  grounded  to  a  metallic  serviee,  see  8kbivioc» 
371. 

MISSIONS. 

Reduced  rates  to,  see  Discbimination,  67-76. 

MISSOURI. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  railroad  crossings  to  the  exclusion 
of  municipalities,  see  Commissions,  20. 
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Constitutional  power  of  Commission  in,  see  Commissions,  33. 

Commission  without  jurisdiction  to  construe  or  enforce  ordinance 
requiring  utility  annually  to  pay  city  per  cent  of  gross  income, 
see  Commissions,  59. 

Public  Service  Commission  law  of,  forbidding  discrimination  in 
telephone  rates  as  impairing  obligation  of  contract  guaranty- 
ing free  service  to  stockholders,  see  Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Eflfect  of  statute  requiring  carriers  to  provide  engines  with  head- 
lights, see  INTEBSTATE  COMMERCE,  10. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  rates  for  ice,  see  Public  Util- 
ities, 25.  • 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  stockyards,  see  Public  Utilities, 
33. 

If  ODE  or  REVIEW. 

See  Appeal  and  Review,  8. 

MONEY. 

Transfer  of,  by  telephone,  see  Service,  419. 

MONOPOLY  AND  OOMPETmON. 

/.  In  general,  i— 5. 

I/.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  CommissionSf  6^9. 
III.  Admission  of  competition  into  occupied  field,  10—^0. 
a.  In  general,  10^16. 

h.  Character   of   service  rendered   hy   existing   company, 
J  7-40.  ^ 

1,  Adequate  service,  17— ai. 

2,  Inadequate  service,  32'-4L0, 

c.  Conduct  of  existing  company,  4X. 

d.  P^rospect  of  lotver  rates,  42"^ 0. 

/.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 

Ordinance  restricting  the  number  of  persons  operating  automobiles  as 
Jitney  buses  as  obnoxious  to  constitutional  and  statutory  pro- 
visions against  monopolies,  see  Automobiles,  15. 

Lack  of  competition  as  affecting  authorization  of  consolidation  of  rail- 
road, see  Consolidation,  Mesgeb  and  Sale,  10. 

Policy  of  Wisconsin  to  adjust  rates  of  public  utilities  rather  than  to 
introduce  competition,  see  Public  Utilities,  2. 

Rates  to  be  charged  by  utility  enjoying  monopoly,  see  Rates,  85. 

Competition  by  street  railway,  consideration  to  be  given  to  in  deter- 
mining reasonableness  of  railroad  rate,  see  Rates,  265. 

Right  of  telephone  company  to  reduce  rates  to  meet  competition,  see 
Rates,  364. 

Ri^t  of  stockholders  to  have  holding  company  declared  an  unlawful 
monopoly,  see  Stookhoidebs,  1. 

1.  The  organization  of  a  company  for  the  purchase  of  a  controlling 
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interest  in  certain  street  railway  systems  does  not  violate  the  anti- 
monopoly  provision  of  the  New  York  stock  corporation  law,  since  this 
provision  does  not  apply  to  public  service  corporations  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  Public  Service  Commission.  Continental  Secur.  Co. 
V.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  38  (S.  C.  136  C.  C.  A. 
570,  221  Fed.  44). 

2.  A  utility  company  operating  an  electric  plant  in  a  city  is  not 
relieved  of  a  municipal  franchise  obligation  to  pay  the  city  a  per  cent 
of  its  gross  earnings  by  the  subsequent  installation  of  an  electric  plant 
by  the  city.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  v.  Poplar  Bluff  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  974.  , 

3.  Upon  petition  of  citizens  of  a  city  in  which  duplicate  and  com- 
peting telephone  service  was  maintained  by  two  companies,  the  Nebraska 
Commission  authorized  a  consolidation,  by  the  purchase  of  the  property 
of  one  of  the  companies  by  the  other,  notwithstanding  the  piirefaAsiiig 
company  was  bound  by  agreement  with  the  Federal  authorities  under 
the  United  States  anti-trust  law  not  to  purchase  the  property  of  any 
competing  telephone  company,  it  appearing  that  the  interstate  »eryie» 
affected  would  be  negligible,  that  the  consolidation  would  be  in  the  in* 
terest  of  the  public  welfare,  and  that  the  purchasing  company  had  sold 
approximately  20,000  subscriber  stations  to  competitors  as  against  ap* 
proximately  6,000  acquired.  Scoutt  v.  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  564. 

4.  An  order  of  the  Commission  requiring  the  discontinuance  of 
telephone  service  on  a  competing  line  is  not  complied  with  by  mere 
discontinuance  of  the  service  by  the  company  acting  as  an  entity  dis- 
tinet  from  the  patrons  of  the  line  who  continue  to  use  it  as  a  neigh- 
borhood convenience;  but  such  service  must  be  wholly  discontinued 
both  for  the  company  and  the  patrons.  Re  Grange  Hail  Farmers'  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915E,  594. 

5.  Public  necessity  or  convenience  was  held  not  to  demand  that  a 
railroad  company  be  permitted  to  exercise  its  franchise  right  to  pur- 
chase and  operate  a  railroad  operated  by  an  industrial  corporation  as 
a  mere  plant  facility,  incapable  of  general  public  service,  where  the 
two  corporations  were  in  effect  identical,  and  the  application  to  the 
Commission  for  authority  was  apparently  made  to  secure  recognition 
as  a  common  carrier,  so  as  to  obtain  a  division  of  rates  from  connecting 
carriers,  and  an  existing  bona  fide  common  carrier  serving  con- 
tiguous territory  was  constructing  facilities  to  handle  the  freight  traffic 
of  the  locality.    Re  Chesapeake  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915F,  346. 

//.  Jxirisdiction,  powers^  and  duties  of  Commissiona. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Laws,  see 
Commissions,  38.  * 

Power  of  Commission  to  equalize  competitive  conditions  by  adjusting 
rates,  see  Commissions,  41. 

6.  The  provision  of  a  statute  (Cal.  Public  Utility  act,  §  60a)  "that 
if  a  public  utility,  in  constructing  or  extending  its  line,  plant,  or  system 
shall  interfere  or  be  about  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the  line, 
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plant,  or  system"  of  an  establisbed  public  utility,  the  Commission  on 
complaint  may  make  such  order  for  the  location  of  the  systems  affected 
as  may  be  just,  refers  solely  to  an  interference  with  the  physical  oper- 
ation of  the  system  of  the  public  utility  already  constructed,  and  can- 
not be  invoked  by  one  utility  to  prevent  anotiier  from  extending  its 
lines  so  as  to  be  in  a  position  to  compete  with  it.  Mt.  Konocti  Li^it 
&  P.  Co.  v.Thelen,  P.U.R.1915E,  291   («.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  160  Pac.  359). 

7.  The  Commission  has  no  power  to  regulate  the  matter  of  dupli- 
cation of  properties  except  within  municipalities,  and  counties  and 
townships  are  not  included  within  the  definition  of  municipalities  foimd 
in  the  public  service  act.  Re  Farmers'  &  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.UJ1.1915B,  65. 

8.  The  South  Dakota  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  prevent 
the  construction  of  a  second  telephone  system  in  occupied  territory, 
where  the  jurisdiction  is  not  conferred  by  statute.  Cilley  v.  Kennebec 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  839. 

9.  The  South  Dakota  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel 
the  cessation  of  operation  of  a  telephone  plant  constructed  in  occupied 
territory.    Cilley  v.  Kennebec  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  839. 


III.  Admission  of  competition  into  occupied  field* 

a.  In  general. 

Reduction  of  rates  in  one  locality  as  result  of  threatened  competition 

as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  37. 
Notice  to  existing  telephone  company  of  proposed  extension  of  line  of 

competing  company,   see   Pbocedube,    1. 

40.  Permission  to  exercise  a  franchise  granted  by  the  common  coun- 
cil and  the  majority  of  the  voters  of  a  town  to  an  electric  utility  will 
not  be  denied  merely  upon  the  ground  that  permission  had  previously 
been  granted  to  a  competing  company  at  a  time  when  the  present  ap- 
plicant company  was  not  rendering  adequate  and  sufficient  service,  where 
the  record  shows  that  at  the  time  of  granting  the  permission  to  the 
competing  company,  the  latter  did  not  expect  to  enjoy  a  monopoly  of 
the  field.  Re  Nogales  Electric  Light,  Ice  &  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.UJl. 
1915C,  513. 

11.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  will  not,  on  petition  of  bond- 
holders of  a  water  company,  take  steps  to  enjoin  the  operation  of  a 
municipal  water  plant  where  it  appears  that  a  considerable  sum  has 
been  invested  therein;  tliat  the  petition  was  not  filed  until  the  water 
was  turned  into  the  municipal  system;  that  a  bill  in  equity  by  the 
water  company  to  enjoin  the  construction  of  the  municipal  plant  baa 
failed;  and  where  there  is  an  absence  of  evidence  to  show  that  the  mu- 
nicipal plant  will  furnish  impure  water  and  will  unreaaonably  and 
anfairly  depress  rates  so  as  to  injure  and  destroy  the  securities  of 
the  bondholders  of  the  water  company.  Allegheny  Valley  Water  Co.  t. 
Tarentum  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  174. 

12.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience,  evidencing  the  Pennsylvania 
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ComimBsion's  approval  of  the  inoorporatioii  of  a  natural  ga«  company 
will  not  be  denied  where  part  of  its  territory  overlaps  that  of  an  exist- 
ing company,  merely  on  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  supply  may 
be  found  only  sufficient  to  enable  the  new  company  to  interfere  with 
the  rates  of  the  existing  company.  Re  Potato  Creek  Gas  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  860. 

13.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  was  held  to  have  a  better 
right  to  the  exercise  of  a  franchise  in  a  certain  territory  than  an 
applicant  for  such  privilege,  where  it  appeared  that,  after  obtaining 
the  approval  of  the  Commission  for  the  exercise  of  a  franchise  therein, 
such  company  had  completed  a  transmission  line,  relying  upon  an  agree- 
ment or  understanding  with  a  company  then  supplying  service  in  such 
territory  that  the  latter  would  sqjl  its  system  to  it  or  discontinue 
operations,  but  that  instead  of  doing  so  the  company  then  supplying 
service  had  undertaken  to  sell  its  system  to  the  applicant  company, 
which  had  since  been  operating  without  the  consent  of  the  Commission 
and  with  a  notice  of  prior  rights.  Re  Paul  Smith's  Electric  Light 
A  P.  &  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  854. 

14.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  giving  local 
service  in  a  village  where  it  appeared  that  it  had  not  served  written 
notice  as  required  by  the  antiduplication  act  of  its  intention  to  extend 
its  lines  to  the  village  upon  a  company  already  lawfully  operating 
therein,  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  had  the  notice  been  served 
and  the  other  company  been  given  opportunity  to  object,  the  Commis- 
sion would  not  have  permitted  the  lines  to  be  built.  Be  Westboro 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  631. 

15.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  permit  the  extension  of  tele- 
phone lines  into  territory  served  by  another  company  to  accommodate 
subscribers  of  the  latter  company  who  complain  that  otherwise  they  will 
be  compelled  to  pay  toll  charge  for  service  over  the  lines  of  the  petition- 
ing company  to  a  point  at  which  they  transact  practically  all  of  their 
business,  and  that  the  service  of  the  protesting  company  is  poor,  where 
it  appears  that  the  toll  charge  cannot  be  put  into  effect  without  the 
permission  of  the  Commission,  and  that  at  least  a  portion  of  the  com- 
plaint as  to  service  has  resulted  from  the  repairing  and  altering  of  the 
lines.    Re  La  Farge  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D,  833. 

16.  The  extension  of  a  line  of  a  telephone  company  in  order  to  serve 
a  local  subscriber  moving  upon  a  farm  which  had  been  previouitly 
served  by  another  company  was  allowed  to  remain,  although  the  exten- 
sion was  made  without  notice  to  the  complaining  company  or  to  the 
Commission;  it  appearing  that  the  subscriber  would  be  better  served 
thereby,  that  the  company  making  the  extension  already  had  a  line 
reaching  to  the  farm  in  question,  and  was  furnishing  service  to  a  neigh- 
bor across  the  road,  and  that  the  loss  which  the  complaining  company 
would  sustain  was*  merely  the  cost  of  a  short  piece  of  wire,  there  being 
no  thought  of  invasion  of  the  territory  distinctively  belonging  to  the 
complaining  company.  Wonewoc  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Valle  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  740. 
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^.  Chat4U!ter  of  service  rendered  by  exUting  company. 

I.  Adequate  service. 

17.  It  is  the  general  principle  of  the  Arizona  Commission  to  permit 
a  public  utility  to  remain  in  undisturbed  possession  of  the  field  bo  long 
as  its  service  is  satisfactory.  Re  Nogales  Electric  Light,  Ice  &  Water 
Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  513. 

18.  A  public  service  corporation  is  entitled  to  protection  against 
the  occupancy  of  an  exclusive  field  when  a  disposition  is  shown  to  hold 
itself  in  readiness  to  make  reasonable  extensions  to  serve  new  districts. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  996. 

19.  Upon  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  by  a  public  service  corporation  desiring  to  enter  a  field  al- 
ready occupied,  the  Idaho  Commission,  following  the  California  rule, 
will  grant  the  certificate  if  it  is  shown  that  the  existing  company  was 
not  performing  its  duty  to  the  public  at  the  time  of  the  threatened  com- 
petition, and  the  applicant  is  able  and  ready  to  render  the  required  serv- 
ice at  reasonable  rates.  Re  Idaho  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A, 
2. 

20.  Unless  it  is  shown  that  the  utility  desiring  to  enter  a  competitive 
field  can  give  such  service  as  will  be  a  positive  advantage  to  the  public, 
a  certificate  of  convenience  will  be  denied  by  the  Idaho  Commission, 
provided  that  the  existing  utility  is  furnishing  adequate  service  at  rea- 
sonable rates  at  the  time  of  the  threatened  competition.  Re  Idaho 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  2. 

21.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  was  granted 
under  the  public  utilities  act  of  Idaho  to  an  electric  company  seeking 
to  enter  a  field  already  occupied,  where  the  evidence  showed  that,  al- 
though the  existing  company  was  rendering  reasonably  good  service, 
it  was  not  doing  so  at  reasonable  rates  at  the  time  the  territory  in  ques- 
tion was  first  threatened  with  competition,  and  was  not  completely 
occupying  the  entire  territory;  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  the 
entering  company  could  furnish  power  as  cheaply  as,  if  not  more 
cheaply  than,  the  occupying  company.  Re  Idaho  Light  &.  P.  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915A,  2. 

22.  A  telephone  company  is  not  justified  in  invading  the  territory 
of  another  company,  taking  away  its  subscribers  and  causing  a  duplica- 
tion of  telephone  properties,  where  the  existing  company  was  rendering 
adequate  and  sufficient  service  in  that  vicinity.  Byron  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Rock  River  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1915C,  348. 

23.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  extend  its  line 
into  a  town  already  occupied  by  another  company  as  to  whose  rates 
and  service  no  complaint  is  made,  where  the  predominating  sentiment 
of  the  town  is  against  the  admission  of  a  competing  company,  and  the 
desire  for  the  extension  is  entertained  principally  by  subscribers  of  the 
applicant  company  who  wish  to  extend  the  area  within  which  they  may 
hold  telephonic  communication.  Re  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  H.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  282. 

24.  It  is  against  the  policy  of  the  Pennsylvania  Commission  to  ap- 
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prove  a  franchise  ordinance  contract  between  a  municipality  and  an 
electric  company,  admitting  a  new  company  into  a  field  already  occu- 
pied, where  there  is  no  complaint  as  to  either  the  service  or  rates  of 
the  existing  company,  but,  on  the  contrary,  there  was  positive  evidence 
that  both  the  service  and  the  rates  were  adequate,  just,  and  reason- 
able. Re  East  Ead  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
17. 

25.  The  requirement  of  the  Missouri  statute  that  before  a  railroad 
company  shall  begin  the  construction  of  a  railroad  or  any  extension 
thereon,  there  must  be  a  finding  of  public  necessity  as  well  as  of  public 
convenience,  implies  that  if  another  utility  is  adequately  rendering  the 
service  proposed,  or  is  able  or  willing  or  may  be  required  to  do  so, 
then  the  necessity  does  not  exist,  and  the  certificate  must  be  refused. 
Re  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

26.  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  Ohio  cannot,  in  the  absence 
of  express  statutory  authority,  withhold  its  consent  to  an  issue  of 
stocks  and  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  competing  electric  light 
and  power  company  to  acquire  property  and  construct  a  plant  in  a 
certain  territory,  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  field  is  already 
occupied  by  a  company  furnishing  adequate  service,  and  that  therefore 
no  public  necessity  exists  for  another  utility  to  furnish  a  like  service. 
Re  Mahoning  County  Light  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  74. 

27.  The  Idaho  Commission  granted  a  certificate  of  convenience  and 
necessity  to  an  electric  utility  to  extend  a  transmission  line  into  occu- 
pied territory,  where  it  appeared  that  the  existing  utility  was  not  giv- 
ing adequate*  service  at  the  time  petitioner  threatened  competition  by 
securing  a  franchise;  that  petitioner  had  bona  fide  embarked  in  the 
enterprise  with  the  intent  of  serving  the  occupied  territory,  knowing 
that  the  income  from  without  such  territory  would  not  be  sufiicient; 
that  it  commenced  construction  prior  to  the  enactment  of  §  48  (b) 
of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  which  provides  that  a  utility  may  exercise 
its  franchise  where  it  was  bona  fide  engaged  in  construction  work  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  statute;  and  where  it  also  appeared  that,  if 
the  certificate  is  not  granted,  petitioner  must  cease  operations  en- 
tirely and  deprive  other  communities  of  service.  Re  Swan  Creek  Electric 
Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  323. 

28.  The  approval  of  an  ordinance  granting  a  municipality  the  right 
to  erect  wires  over  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  service 
to  a  neighboring  township  will  not  be  withheld  and  a  certificate  of 
public  convenience  denied  on  the  theory  that  such  action  will  enable 
the  company  to  lurnish  service  in  such  municipality,  to  the  disad- 
vantage of  another  company  already  furnishing  adequate  service  there- 
in.   Re  Lehigh  Nav.  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915A.  773. 

29.  The  approval  by  the  Commission,  of  a  contract  for  lighting  the 
streets  and  alleys  of  a  township,  made  by  the  board  of  supervisors  and 
a  new  electric  company,  is  not  necessary  or  proper  for  the  service,  ac- 
commodation, or  convenience  of  the  public,  where  such  approval  would 
introduce  a  new  company  into  the  township  which  contained  but  4,196 
inhabitants,  and  there  was  not  enough  business  to  enable  two  com* 
panics  to  operate  successfully  and  provide  good  service  at  reasonable 
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rates,  and  the  existing  company  had  been  rendering  reasonably  ade- 
quate service  at  reasonable  rates  and  had  offered  to  continue  so  to  do. 
Re  Jenkins  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  895. 

30.  A  contract  between  a  municipality  and  a  recently  organized 
partnership  for  the  supplying  of  current  at  a  less  sum  than  that  at 
which  it  is  b^ing  furnished  by  an  existing  company,  such  partnership  ap- 
parently being  without  means  to  carry  out  its  agreement,  will  not  be 
approved  where  the  municipality  is  too  small  to  support  two  com- 
panies and  the  existing  utility  is  furnishing  adequate  serrice  at  rea- 
sonable rates.    Re  Avoca  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  768. 

31.  A  contract  for  municipal  lighting,  awarded  upon  competitive 
bidding  to  a  company  which  had  not  been  theretofore  furnishing  the 
service,  was  approved  by  the  Commission,  where  it  appeared  that, 
while  there  would  be  some  resulting  property  loss  to  the  company 
theretofore  serving  the  municipality,  its  property  values  would  not  be 
materially  disturbed  or  injured  j  that  the  investment  of  the  general 
public  in  its  bonds  and  stocks  would  be  properly  protected  and  safe- 
guarded, and  that  the  character  and  eflficiency  of  the  service  rendered 
would  not  be  impaired.  Re  Raystown  Water  Power  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  862. 

2,  Inadequate  service. 

32.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  was  granted  to 
an  electric  utility  to  construct  a  transmission  line  to  a  city  for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  electricity  for  power,  although  the  city  was 
maintaining  and  operating  an  electric  plant,  where  such  plant  was  not 
sufficient  to  furnish  electricity  for  the  prospective  power  consumers. 
Ex  parte  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915D,  231. 

33.  An  electric  company  not  able  to  construct  a  sufficiently  large 
installation  to  furnish  power  required  in  its  territory  will  not  be  pro- 
tected against  the  entrance  into  the  field,  of  another  company  able  to 
supply  such  service.  Re  Great  Western  Power  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
843. 

34.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  was  authorized  to  supply 
service  in  a  village,  where  it  appeared  that,  while  other  corporations 
had  the  right  to  furnish  such  service,  they  were  not  doing  so,  and 
were  not  in  a  position  to  do  so,  and  did  not  oppose  the  application.  Re 
Carrabassett  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  808. 

35.  Permission  was  granted  an  electric  company  to  enter  a  certain 
town,  it  appearing  that,  while  another  company  was  authorized  to 
supply  electric  service,  it  was,  in  fact,  merely  furnishing  gas;  that  the 
same  individuals  were  interested  in  both  companies;  that  it  was  their 
intention  to  consolidate  them;  and  that  the  gas  company  consented  to 
the  granting  of  the  petition.  Re  Vinal  Haven  Electric  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1022. 

36.  An  artificial  gas  company  will  not  be  protected  from  the  compe- 
tition of  a  natural  gas  company  which  can  furnish  better  service  at 
not  over  one  half  the  cost.  Re  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915C>  696. 

37.  A  /jertificate  of  public  convenience  was  granted  to  a  municipality 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 16. 


Digitized'by 


Google 


242  MONOPOLY  AND  COMPETITION,  III.  c. 

to  enable  it  to  erect  a  waterworks  plant,  where  an  existing  company 
admitted  its  inability  to  provide  the  amount  of  water  needed,  the  ques- 
tion of  a  fair  valuation  of  the  existing  company's  property  to  be  de- 
termined, if  desired,  at  a  later  hearing.  Re  Gallitzin  (Pa.)  P.UJi. 
1915A,  779. 

38.  The  exorcise  of  a  franchise  by  a  company  to  which  the  prop- 
erty of  another  company,  operating  in  a  certain  territory,  had  been 
transferred,  was  approyed  together  with  the  transfer  of  the  latter  com- 
pany's, property  in  such  territory,  although  prior  to  such  transfer 
the  Commission  had  approved  the  franchise  of  a  third  company  extend- 
ing over  the  same  territory,  whertf  it  appeared  that  the  last-mentioned 
company  had  never  imdertaken  to  exercise  its  franchise  therein,  and  did 
not  express  an  intention  of  doing  so.  Re  Paul  Smith's  Electric  Light  & 
P.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1915B,  854. 

39.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  was  issued  to  a  telephone 
company  to  maintain  and  operate  its  telephone  system  in  localities 
where  its  plant  had  been  constructed  and  operation  begun,  without  due 
approval  by  the  Commission  of  the  ordinances  issued  to  it,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  lines  of  such  company  formed  the  only  means  of 
direct  communication  between  975  subscribers  of  a  local  telephone  com- 
pany and  subscribers  at  other  important  points  within  a  radius  of 
50  miles  of  such  local  company,  another  competing  company  formerly 
covering  this  radius  having  withdrawn  its  connections,  except  upon 
payment  of  long-distance  tolls,  and  where  it  appeared  further  that  the 
refusal  by  the  Commission  of  such  a  certificate  would,  imder  the 
circumstances,  indirectly  sanction  the  method  employed  by  such  com- 
peting company,  to  establish  a  monopoly  of.  the  telephone  business 
in  this  locality.  Slate  Belt  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  t.  Blue  Mountain 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJI.I915A,  757. 

40.  The  proper  remedy  to  secure  adequate  senrioe  in  a  territory 
occupied  by  a  public  service  corporation  is  not  the  granting  of  a  cer- 
tificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  authorizing  another  company  to 
enter  the  field,  where  no  steps  have  been  taken  to  invoke  the  power 
of  the  Commission  for  the  correction  of  such  inadequate  service,  since 
this  would  result  in  a  duplication  of  facilities,  a  divided  service,  and 
its  attending  evils;  but  in  such  a  case  the  Illinois  Commission  will 
order  the  company  already  in  the  field  to  furnish  proper  service,  and 
will  withhold  its  decision  on  the  application  for  the  certificate  for  the 
purpose  of  making  such  further  order  as  developments  may  warrant. 
Wayne  County  Mut.  Teleph.  CJo.  v.  Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
(in.)  P.U.R.1916E,  673. 

o.  Conduct  of  existing  company. 

41.  A  telephone  company  which  has  refused  to  establish  physical 
connection  with  another  company  is  not  in  a  position  to  object  to  the 
granting  of  permission  for  the  extension  of  the  toll  line  of  such  other 
company,  although  such  line  will  operate  in  competition  with  its  lines. 
Re  Citizens  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916D,  795. 
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d.  Bro»pect  of  Uncer  rates. 

42.  A  public  service  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  enter  a  field 
already  occupied,  merely  because  it  offers  a  slight  reduction  in  rates. 
Re  Beaver  River  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJta916B,  28L 

4S,  An  electric  power  and  light  company  was'  denied  permission  to 
enter  a  field  already  occupied,  it  appearing  that  the  existing  company 
was  rendering  adequate  service  throughout  the  entire  territory,  at  the 
time  of  threatened  competition,  that  only  a  slight  reduction  in  rates 
was  promised,  and  that  the  existing  company  could  produce  current  at 
a  less  cost  than  the  applicant.  Re  Beaver  River  Power  &  Light 
Co    (Idaho)   P.UJ1.1915B,  281. 

44.  A  telephone  company  already  in  the  field,  apparently  capable 
of  furnishing  good  service,  and  supposedly  put  there  in  response  to  a 
demand,  either  direct  or  indirect,  for  such  a  grade  of  service,  is  en- 
titled to  protection  against  the  competition  of  a  line  built  as  an  ex- 
periment to  give  a  cheaper  grade  of  service  at  lower  rates,  although 
the  prospective  patrons  will  be  satisfied  with  the  poorer  service.  Re 
Grange  Hall  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  694. 

45.  In  determining  the  cost  of  service  to  be  furnished  by  a  tele- 
phone company  proposing  to  enter  a  field  already  occupied,  consider- 
ation must  be  given  to  the  cost  of  labor  for  repairing  lines  and  in- 
struments and  for  administering  the  business;  and  it  is  immaterial 
that  patrons  of  the  competing  lines  can  afford  to  donate  a  certain 
amount  of  labor  for  maintenance,  since  this  is  something  which  can- 
not be  considered  after  a  company  has  been  induced  to  enter  a  terri- 
tory and  is  there  established.  Re  Grange  Hall  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  594. 

46.  A  farmer's  telephone  company  should  not  be  allowed  to  parallel 
the  lines  of  a  company  organized  on  a  commercial  basis  on  the  theory 
that  the  latter  company  charges  an  annual  rate  of  $12  per  year,  and 
that  the  farmer's  company  can  furnish  service  for  $3  per  year,  since 
the  latter  charge  covers  only  the  central  ofiice  expense  and  makes  no 
allowance  for  interest  on  the  capital  invested,  for  accumulating  a  re- 
serve to  replace  the  property  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life,  for  the  cost 
of  material  and  supplies  used  in  keeping  up  the  line  and  instruments, 
for  the  renewal  of  batteries,  or  for  taxes.  Re  Grange  Hkll  Farmers' 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  594. 

MONTANA. 

Right  of  water  utilities  in,  to  impose  a  fine  or  pAalty  on  patrons 
for  violation  of  rule,  see  Fines  and  Penalties,  2. 

MORTGAGE  TOREOLOStTRE. 

Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  franchise 
without  consent  of  municipality  as  not  defeating  transfer  by 
judicial  sale  by  mortgage  foreclosure,  see  Fbanchisbs,  2,  3. 

XOmVOAGES. 

See  generally,  Seoubitt  Issues. 

Method  of  accounting  where  street  railway  company  purchases 
mortgage  property  of  another  company,  see  Accountino,  7. 
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MOTOR  BUS  UNE. 

See  AUT0M0BILB8. 

MOTOR  EXCHAHGE. 

Allowance  of  investment  in,  In  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 62. 

MOTOR  GENERATOR  SET. 

Rates  for  electricity  for  electric  sign  and  factory  illumination  fur- 
nished through  medium  of,  see  Rates,  170. 

MOTOR  UkUKGHES. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 

MOTORS. 

Furnishing  free  motors  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  47. 
Electric  rates  for  small,  see  Rates,  192. 

MOTOR  VEHICLE  UiW. 

Not  r^^ation  of  common  carriers,  see  Cabbiebs,  1* 

MOTOR  VEHICUBS. 

See  Automobiles. 

MOUKTAINS. 

Effect  of  mountainous  territory  on  rates,  see  Rates,  308-312. 

MOVIKG  CARS. 

On  premises  of  consignee,  necessity  of  charge  for,  see  DisoBIMINA- 
TION,  145. 

MOVIKG  CHARGE. 

For  telephones,  see  Rates,  456-462. 

MOVIKG  PICTURES. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  172. 

MUIiTIPLES.    . 

Use  of  in  valuation  of  land,  see  Valuation,  229,  230. 

MUKICIPAI.  COMMISSIOK. 

Acceptance  of  report  of,  as  to  valuation,  see  Evidence,  2. 

MUKIdPALITIES. 

/.  In  general,  1^3. 
II.  Powers  of,  4-'ll. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1081. 
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J.  In  general. 

Required  to  transfer  to  water  company  title  to  fire  hydrants,  see  Ac- 
counting, 11. 

Enforcement  of  rate  ordinance  not  enjoined  as  confiscatory  before  test 
of  actual  experience,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  24. 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  revenue  of  water  company  serving 
city  and  also  suburban  communities,  see  Apportionment,  24. 

Use  basis  as  method  of  apportionment  of  value  of  water  company  sup- 
plying city  and  an  oil  field  as  unfair,  see  Apportionment,  28. 

Power  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  repairs  to  city  bridge, 
between  street  railway  and  city,  see  Apportionment,  41-44. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  sepJlration  of  grades  of  two  railroads  within 
a  city,  see  Apportionment,  54. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  bridge  between  municipality  and  street  rail- 
way using  bridge,  see  Apportionment,  59-66. 

Missouri  Commission  without  jurisdiction  to  enforce  ordinance  requir- 
ing utility  annually  to  pay  city  a  per  cent  of  gross  income,  see 
Commissions,  59. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  franchise  provision  to  place  and  maintain 
fire  plugs  and  electric  lights  at  places  to  be  designated  by  municipal 
authorities,  see  Contracts,  2. 

Power  of  Commission  to  change  rates  fixed  by  municipal  ordinance  con- 
tract, see  Constitutional  Law,  29-49. 

Discrimination  between  cities  by  interurban  railway,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 40. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to  municipalities  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 49-62. 

Burden  of  proof  of  inability  to  pay  increased  water  rates,  see  Evi- 
dence, 37. 

Reasonableness  as  to  provision  of  time  for  making  compensation,  see 
Orders,  1. 

As  to  municipal  ordinances,  see  Ordinances. 

Bondholderft  as  necessary  parties  in  valuation  proceedings  for  municipal 
purchase,  see  Parties,  8. 

Policy  of  Commission  to  change  contracts  for  rates  made  by  municipal- 
ity under  prior  law,  see  Rates,  40. 

Power  of  New  York  legislature  to  regulate  rates  of  street  railways 
fixed  by  municipal  franchise,  see  Rates,  50. 

Extension  of  city  telephone  rates  to  suburban  territory,  see  Rates,  366. 

Payment  of  taxes  assessed  and  due  before  acquisition  of  utility  by 
municipality,  see  Taxes  and  Taxation,  1. 

Ordinance  requiring  payment  of  percentage  of  gross  receipts  of  street 
railway  company  to,  see  Taxes  and  Taxation,  2. 

Consideration  of  fact  that  service  mains  of  water  system  are  paralleled 
by  mains  of  city  in  fixing  value  of  system  for  municipal  purchase, 
see  Valuation,  95. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  going  value,  value  of  mains,  and  water 
rights  in  valuing  a  water  system  for  municipal  purchaae,  see 
Valuation,  338. 

Valuation  of  utility  plant  for  purpose  ol  municipal  purchase,  see  Valua- 
TiONy  352. 
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1.  Objections  to  the  vacation  of  a  street  by  a  municipality,  and 
the  question  of  the  effect  of  its  occupation  by  a  railroad  lor  a  depot 
in  obstructing  the  flow  of  water  in  time  of  flood,  should  be  addressed 
to  the  municipality.  Bradford  v.  St.  Louis  &,  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.B. 
1915C,  865. 

2.  A  previous  order  prescribing  the  terms  upon  which  the  property 
of  a  water  coi^fpany  was  to  be  taken  over  by  a  city  was  modifled  pursu- 
ant to  stipulation  between  the  parties,  so  as  to  require  payment  for  the 
property  to  be  made  at  the  date  of  transfer  instead  of  six  months 
thereafter,  and  so  as  to  permit  partial  payment  to  be  made  by  the  as- 
sumption of  the  bonds  outstanding  against  the  company.  Re  Janesville 
Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1047.      / 

3.  The  public  utility  law  of  Wisconsin  provides  three  remedies  for 
municipalities  dealing  with  public-utility  corporations;  viz,  (1)  election 
to  purchase;  (2)  application  for  a  certiflcate  of  necessity  and  conven- 
ience to  permit  competition,  and  (3)  application  for  an  order  prescrib- 
ing reasonable  rates.  Neenah  v.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Lights  Heat  &  P. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

II.  Powers  of. 

Exclusive    regulation    of    automobiles    operated    as    jitney    buses,    see 

Atjtomobiles,  1. 
Right  to  provide  for  future  needs  in  determining  the  character,  size, 

and  cost  of  a  bridge  which  a  street  railway  company,  using  the 

bridge,  is  obliged  to  contribute,  see  Bbidoes,  2. 
Certiorari  as  proper  r^nedy  of  municipalities  to  obtain  relief  from  an 

order  fixing  rates,  see  Cextiobari,  2,  3. 
Jurisdictions  of  Commissions  as  affected  by  powers  of,  see  Commissions, 

20-22. 
Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  street  traffic,  see  Commissions,  51. 
Duty  of,  upon  abolition  of  grade  crossings  formed  by  railroad  tracks  in 

city  streets  used  by  street  railway  and  gas  utility,  see  Crossings, 

26. 
Municipal  regulation  concerning  ventilation  and  fumigation  of  street 

cars    as    interference   with    interstate   commerce,    see   Interstate 

Commerce,  3. 
Power  of  the  legislature  to  delegate  to,  the  right  to  regulate  common 

carrying  vehicles  on  highways,  see  Legislature,  1. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  as  affected  by  powers  of, 

see  Rates,  36,  37. 
Power  of,  to  fix  rates,  see  Rates,  51-63. 
Power  of  municipal  authorities  to  compel  utility  to  extend  its  service 

to  provide  lights  and  fire  hydrants,  see  Service,  80. 
Policy  of,  with  reference  to  improvement  of  streets  as  affecting  terminal 

boxes  of  street  railways,  see  Street  Railways,  14. 

4.  A  city  cannot  acquire  the  business  of  an  electric  light  and  power 
company  by  having  all  of  the  current  supplied  to  customers  of  the 
company  therein  delivered  to  it  at  wholesale  in  order  to  pass  on  such 
advantage  to  the  individual  customers  by  giving  them  the  benefit  of 


Digitized  by. 


Google 


MUNICIPALITIES,  n.  247 

the  wbole«a1e  price,  without  acquiring  and  paying  for  all  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company  used  and  useful  for  carrying  on  such  business,  in- 
eluding  the  going-concern  value  and  physical  property.  Neenah  t. 
Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat,  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

6.  A  city  has  power  to  grant  a  franchise  to  operate  a  telephone 
system  including  the  power  to  attach  to  the  franchise  a  valid  condition 
that  the  grantee  should  not  transfer  the  telephone  system  or  any  of 
the  rights  and  privileges  granted  without  the  consent  of  the  city,  by 
virtue  of  a  statute  (Hem.  &  Bal.  Code,  $  7507,  subdiv.  7)  declaring  that 
cities  have  power  to  lay  out  streets  and  alleys,  and  to  regulate  and 
control  the  use  thereof,  and  to  authorize  or  prohibit  the  use  of  elec- 
tricity at,  in,  or  upon  any  street,  or  for  other  purposes,  and  to 
prescribe  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  same  may  be  used. 
State  ex  rel.  Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1015F,  947  (S. 
C.  86  Wash.  309,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  160  Pac.  427). 

6.  A  charter  provision  empowering  a  municipal  corporation  to 
grant,  refuse,  or  revoke  licenses  to  the  owners  of  vehicles  kept  for  hire 
therein,  and  to  subject  them  to  such  regulations  as  the  interest  and 
convenience  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  in  the  opinion  of  the  municipal 
authorities,  may  require,  delegates  to  the  corporation  full  legislative 
power  over  such  vehicles.  Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  <S.  C.  — 
W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F,  840,  85  S.  E.  781 ) . 

7.  Under  a  charter  provision  empowering  a  municipal  corporation 
to  grant,  refuse,-  or  revoke  licenses  to  the  owners  of  vehicles  kept  for 
hire  therein,  and  to  subject  them  to  such  regulations  as  the  interest 
and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  in  the  opinion  of  the  mu- 
nicipal authorities,  may  require,  the  corporation  has  power  to  pre- 
scribe the  routes  and  hours  of  service  of  motor  vehicles  commonly 
called  "jitney  buses,''  carrying  passengers  along  the  streets  and  taking 
in  and  discharging  them  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  in  which  tiiey 
are  received  and  discharged  by  street  cars,  and  to  require  from  them 
indenmity  against  injury  to  persons  and  property  occasioned  by  the 
operation  thereof.  Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  (S.  C.  —  W. 
Va.  — -,  L.R.A.1915F,  840,  86  S.  E.  781). 

8.  Charter  provisions  conferring  upon  the  municipality  the  power 
to  regulate  the  use  of  the  streets  of  the  municipality  in  respeet  to 
carrying  on  the  business  of  furnishing  electricity  to  the  inhabitants 
will  not  be  construed  to  give  sueh  authorities  the  power  to  grant 
franchises  permitting  electric  utilities  to  engage  in  the  business  of  fur- 
nishing electric  current  where  express  provision  is  made  in  the  charter 
for  granting  franchises  to  steam  railroads  and  steam  railways.  Oro 
Electric  Corp.  v.  Railroad  Conmiissicm,  P.U.R.1915C,  191  (S.  C.  169 
Cal.  466,  147  Pac.  118). 

9.  A  condition  in  a  franchise  granted  by  a  city  to  operate  a  tele- 
phone system,  forbidding  the  transfer  of  the  franchise  and  telephone 
system  without  the  consent  of  the  city,  is  not  void  as  against  public 
policy,  nor  ultra  vires  and  void,  as  beyond  the  corporate  power  of  the 
city.  State  ex  rel.  Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F, 
947  (S.  C.  86  Wash.  309.  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  150  Pac.  427). 

10.  A  municipality  required  by  statute  to  award  all  work  to  be  done 
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for  the  city  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  caonot  make  a  contract 
with  an  electric  lighting  company  to  light  the  streets,  parks,  and  pub- 
lic places  of  the  city,  containing  a  provision  that  the  company  should 
have  six  months  within  which  to  erect  poles,  wires,  lamps,  etc.,  where 
the  advertisement  for  bids  published  by  the  city  contained  no  specifi- 
cation or  condition  as  to  the  length  of  time  to  b^  allowed  for  the  erec- 
tion of  poles,  wires,  etc.    Re  Williamsport  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  700. 

11.  A  municipal  corporation  having  full  legislative  power  to  limit 
and  regulate  the  use  of  vehicles  kept  for  hire  may  classify  them,  for  pur- 
poses of  regulation;  and  an  ordinance  dealing  fully  with  one  class  of 
such  vehicles,  as  determined  by  the  nature  of  their  business  and  the 
prices  they  charge,  is  not  discriminative  because'  of  its  lack  of  provisioii 
for  the  regulation  of 'other  distinct  classes  of  vehicles  kept  foit  hire. 
Ex  parte  Dickey,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va,  — ,  L.B.A.1915F, 
840,  85  S.  E.  781). 

MUNICIPAL  UGHTINO. 

6ee  generally.  Municipalities;  Municipal  Plant. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  validity  of  contraet  for, 
see  Commissions,  56. 

MUNICIPAI*  PLANT. 

See  also  Municipalities. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenienoe  and  neces- 
sity for  operation  of  municipal  plant,  P.U.B.1915E,  847. 

Accounting  by,  see  Accountle70,  23,  24. 

Apportionment'  of  expenses  of  municipal  water  plant,  see  Appor- 
tionment, 26. 

Burd^i  of  expense  of  construction  and  maintenance  of  municipal 
street  railway  over  steam  railroad,  see  Appobtionment,  47. 

Necessity  of  procuring  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  see 
Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity,  1,  2. 

Delivery  of  electricity  by  municipal  plant  to  municipal  buildings, 
within  the  Massachusetts  statute,  see  Consoudation,  Meboeb 
AND  Sale,  5. 

Advantages  of  regulation  over  municipal  ownership,  see  Consou- 
dation, Merger  and  Sale,  23. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of  water  plant,  see  Depreciation. 

Free  service  rendered  to  city,  see  Discrimination,  67. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by  municipality  operating  electric  plant, 
see  Discrimination,  111. 

Effect  of  installation  of,  to  relieve  private  utility  of  its  franchise 
obligation  to  pay  city  a  per  cent  of  its  gross  earnings,  see 
Monopoly  and  Competition,  2. 

Enjoining  operation  of,  on  petition  of  bondholders  of  private  com- 
pany, see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  11. 

Bight  to  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to  construct  a 
transmission  line  to  a  city  operating  a  municipal  electric 
plant,  see  Monopoly  and  CoMPErriTiON,  32. 

Power  of  Commissions  to  regulate  rates  and  service  of,  see  Rates, 
43. 
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Right  to  change  froin  flat  rate  to  meter  service,  see  Rates,  497. 
Security  issues  for  improvements  of  municipal  water  plants,  see 

Security  Issues,  83. 
Exemption  of  municipal  water  company  from  provision  of  statute 

requiring  utilities  to  provide  their  own  meters,  see  Service, 

156. 
Improvements  to  municipal  lighting  plant  ordered,  see  Service, 

176. 

MUNICIPAL  PURCHASE. 

See  Municipalities. 

MUSICAI.  FESXrVAI.. 

As  a  charity  or  benevolence  within  the  utility  act  permitting  re- 
duced rates,  see  Discrimination,  72. 

MUTUAL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 

As  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  28-30. 

1.  The  Michigan  Railroad  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  tele- 
phone companies  doing  business  upon  a  mutual  or  so-called  free  service 
basis,  under  a  statute  extending  jurisdiction  over  all  persons  operating 
telephone  lines  or  exchanges  doing  a  telephone  business  within  the  state. 
Reading  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  66. 

NATURAL  GAS. 

Basis  of  apportionment  of  taxes  assessed  against  the  property  of 
plant  supplying  several  communities,  see  Appobtionment,  10. 

Method  of  apportioning  values  in  gas  and  transmission  lines,  see 
Appobtionment,  11. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  of  natural  gas  company  irre- 
spective of  rates  and  terms  provided  for  in  company's  franchise, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  46, 

For  depreciation  of  natural  gas  plant,  see  Depbeciation. 

Discrimination  in  service  by  natural  gas  company,  see  Discbimi- 
nati6n,  198,  199. 

Effect  of  partial  invalidity  of  franchise  of  natural  gas  company,  see 
Fbanchise,  4. 

Mandamus  to  compel  natural  gas  company  to  accept  provisions  of 
Oklahoma  statute,  see  Mandamus,  4. 

Overlapping  territory,  effect  of,  upon  issuance  of  certificate  of 
public  convenience  and*  neoeasity  to  gas  company,  see  Monopolt 
AND  Competition,  12. 

Competition  between  natural  gas  company  and  artificial  gas  com- 
pany, see  MoNOPM^Y  and  Competition,  36. 

Producing  company  as  public  utility,  see  Pubuc  Utilities,  31. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly  253-2$8e. 

Consideration  of  subsidiary  company's  share  of  the  general  ex- 
penses of  the  parent  company  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rbtubn   2]. 
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InTestment  in  plant  of,  to  be  provided  lor  from  the  earnings  of  the 
property  and  from  its  salvage  value  at  the  end  of  a  six-year 
period,  see  Return,  76. 

Consideration  in  fixing  return,  see  RsruBN,  101. 

Amount  of  return  held  reasonable  for  natural  gas  plant,  see  Re- 
turn, 163. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commissi<m  to  regulate  service  of,  see  Skbvigb,  13. 

Abandonment  of  service  by  natural  gas  company,  see  Sebvicb,  120. 

Valuation  of  natural  gas  property,  see  Valuation,  14. 

1.  Rules  relative  to  the  conservation  of  natural  gas  were  adopted 
by  the  Oklahoma  Commission,  and  made  effective  on  and  after  Septem- 
ber 1,  1915.  Re  Conservation  of  Natural  Gas  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
094. 

2.  A  natural  gas  company  has  the  undoubted  right,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, to  lay  out  its  distributing  plant,  take  on  such  customers  for  its 
product,  and  make  such  terms  and  conditions  as  to  rates  and  service  as 
it  deems  best;  since  these  things  are  necessary  administrative  functions 
of  the  company,  and  no  duty  is  enjoined  upon  the  Commission  with  ref- 
erence thereto  until  it  is  shown  that  there  is  something  in  the  business 
methods  of  the  company  which  violate  §  65  of  the  Public  Service  Com- 
missions law.  North  Tonawanda  v.  Niagara  Lights  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (N. 
Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  73. 

3.  In  fixing  the  amount  to  be  allowed  to  cover  leakage  and  waste 
of  natural  gas  through  a  distributing  system,  30  per  cent  of  the  gas  de- 
livered was  allowed  in  case  of  distributing  companies  marketing  annu- 
ally 10,000  cubic  feet  of  gas  or  less;  25  per  cent  in  case  of  companies 
marketing  annually  more  than  10,000  cubic  feet,  and  not  exceeding 
20,000  cubic  feet,  and  20  per  cent  in  case  of  companies  marketing  an- 
nually more  than  20,000  cubic  feet,  such  percentages  being  an  average 
annual  allowance  requiring  an  annual  adjustment.    Landon  v.  Lawrence 

(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

4.  Losses  due  to  leakage  and  waste  through  a  natural  gas  distribut- 
ing system  should  be  computed  according  to  a  formula  based  upon,  the 
length  and  carrying  capacity  of  the  pipes  used  in  the  system,  and  re- 
duced to  some  common  basis  rather  than  by  the  percentage  method, 
but  the  latter  method  may  be  employed  in  the  absence  of  more  reliable 
data.    Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

NAVIGATION. 

Improvement  of,  as  ground  for  granting  franchise  for  developing 

water  power,  see  Water,  16. 
Consideration  of  rights  of  navigati<m  in  fixing  height  of  dam  for 

reservoir  purposes,  see  Water,  19. 

NB0E88ITT. 

See  Certificatb  or  CoifVENiENCE  AND  Necessity. 

NEOUGENOIL 

Loss  due  to  personal  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of  company  as 
operating  expense,  see  Return,  68-71. 
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HBOBOES. 

Refusal  of  operators  of  jitnej  busses  to  carry  m^oes  as  discrimina- 
tion, see  DiscBiMU^ATioN,  193. 
Separate  passenger  coaches  for,  see  Service,  272. 

KEVADA. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  a  complaint  alleging  damages 
caused  by  defective  sewer  service,  see  Damages,  3. 

KEW  COMPANT. 

Stock  of,  not  to  be  issued  at  less  than  par,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues, 
158. 

UTEW  OONSITMBMI. 

See  COKStTMEBS  AND  Patbows. 

KEW  CUSTOMERS.  . 

Proportion  of  costs  of  extension  of  gas  service  borne  by,  see  Serv- 
101^  91, 

NEW  FACH^ITIBS. 

'  Of  telephone  company,  what  constitutes,  see  Telxphonbs,  21. 

HEW  KAMPSHIBE. 

Power  of  Supreme  Court  on  appeals,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  11. 

Consideration  on  appeal  on  point  not  set  out  in  notice  of  rehear- 
ing, see  Appeal  and  Review,  23. 

Commission  as  necessary  party  to  appeal  under  statute  of,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  38. 

Meaning  of  "public  good"  in  statute  providing  for  approval  of 
transfer  or  lease  of  franchise  or  property  of  one  utility  te 
another,  see  Public  Good,  2. 

Standards  of  water  service,  see  Service,  440. 

NEW  JERSEY. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  Jersey  Commission  to  authorize  foreign  corpo- 
ration to  be  consolidated  with  New  Jersey  corporation,  see 
Consolidation,  Meboeb  and  Sale,  6. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  turnpike  company,  see  Public 
UTiunES,  36. 

Review  by  Commission  of  reasonableness  of  provision  requiring 
notice  and  claim  for  injury  to  shipment  within  four  months,  see 
Railboads,  16. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  reparation  of  overcharges,  see 
Repabation,  3, 

Necessity  of  statutory  permit  as  to  notice  and  consent  for  double- 
tracking  street  railway  under  an  ordinance  permitting  and 
granting  right  of  way,  see  Stbbbt  Railways,  S. 

HEW  flsAWC. 

See  Telephones,  21. 
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HEW  TOBK. 

Jurisdiction  of  Public  Service  Commission  to  regulate  railway  rates 
fixed  by  municipal  franchise,  see  Rates,  36. 

Power  of  legislature  to  regulate  street  railway  rates,  fixed  by  mu- 
nicipal franchise,  see  Rates,  50. 

Power  of  Public  Service  Commission  to  permit  a  railroad  company 
'  to  discontinue  passenger  service  which  is  provided  for  in  its 
charter,  see  Service,  27. 

Power  of  Public  Service  Commission  to  direct  railroads  to  establish 
switch  connections  for  the  interchange  of  freight  or  passongers 
under  section  49  of  the  Public  Service  Commissions  law,  see 
Sebvice,  30. 

What  are  reasonable  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  •  traffic  between 
common  carriers  under  section  35  of  the  New  York  Public 
Service  Commissions  law,  see  Sebvick,  281. 
• 
HIOBT. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  earnings  between  night  and  day  traffic,, 
see  Apportionment,  19. 

Emergencff  telephone  service  in,  see  Sebyicb,  418, 

HIOHT  ^EHVIOE. 

Duty  of  maintaining  night  station  agent  in  Tillage  Of  300  in- 
habitants, see  Service,  235. 

NOISES. 

Defective  street  car  tracks  causing,  ordered  repaired,  see  Street 
Railways,  11. 

NOHOPERATmO  PROPERTY. 

Consideration  of  value  of  property  not  useful  in  service,  in  valuation 
proceedings,  see  Valuation,  166-198. 

NOHPATmO  OOKSUMER. 

Paying  consumer  not  to  furnish  water  regularly  to,  see  Seeviob, 
446,  447. 

NOMPATMEHT. 

For  service,  see  Payment,  75-100. 

NONRUSH  HOURS. 

Seats  for  passengers  on  street  cars  during,  see  Seevici;  310. 

NONSUBSORIBERS. 

P^mitting  nonsubscribers  to  make  calls  as  discrimination,  see  Dis- 

crimination,  208. 
Telephone  rates  for,  see  Rates,  447-450. 
Discontinuance  of  water  serviee  where  consumer  habitanlly  ftrntlhst 

water  to,  see  Service,  446,  447. 
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'NOKirSEB. 

Abandonment  of  right  to  regulate  water  rates  by,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  65. 

Abandonment  of  automatic  telephone  system  and  establishment  of 
manual  system  as  not  constituting  nonuser  of  the  franchise  so 
as  to  authorize  a  forfeiture,  see  Teleiphones,  3,  4^ 

HONUTIIJTY  CORPORATION. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Public  Utilities,  7. 

NORTH  CAROLINA. 

Power  of  the  Commission  to  provide  for  the  use  of  different  freight 
rates  on  connecting  railroads,  see  Rates,  261. 

NOTES. 

See  generally,  Security  Issues. 

Amount  paid  stockholders  to  secure  indorsement  to  note  6l  utility 

not  to  be  regarded  in  the  nature  of  bond  discount,  see  Bond 

Discount. 

NOTES  RECEIVABLE. 

As  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  243. 

NOTICE. 

Of  rehearing,  consideration  to  be  given  to  points  not  set  out  in,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  23. 

As  to  who  may  complain  of  jurisdiction  of  Commission  for  failure 
to  give  proper  notice,  see  Cokmissions,  28. 

Of  hearing,  waiver  by  appearance,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

By  publication  of  application  for  franchise,  see  Franchises,  5. 

Of  application  for  franchise,  see  Fbanchtsbs,  6. 

Effect  of  failure  to  give  notice  as  required  by  anti-duplication  act, 
see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  14.  ' 

Necessity  of,  before  discontinuing  serrioe  for  failure  to  pay  bill^ 
see  Patiieett,  81. 

To  existing  telephone  companies,  of  proposed  extension  of  lines  of 
competing  company,  see  Pbocedube,  1. 

Sufficiency  of  notice  of  hearing,  see  Pbooedxtbb,  2. 

Of  loss  or  injury  to  railroad  shipments,  see  Railboads,  15-18. 

Length  of  time  for  notice  of  change  in  rates,  see  Rates,  6. 

Power  of  Commission  to  grant  authority  to  increase  rates  without 
giving,  see  Rates,  ^: 

Necessity  of  notice  to  consumer  before  shutting  off  water  supply,  see 
Service,  434,  435. 

Consumer  to  notify  water  company  when  premises  are  to  be  va- 
cated, see  Sebyke,  436. 

Sufficiency  ol  notice  and  consent  as  to  double  tracking  of  street  rail- 
way, see  Street  Railway,  8. 

NUISANCE. 

Maintenance  of  dam  without  £ranchiK»  >««  Water,  13. 
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HUMBEB. 

Charge  for  transferring  telephone  numbers,  see  Rates,  463. 
Of  telephones,  see  Telephones,  11. 

OBJECTION. 

To  admission  of  evidence,  waiver  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  34. 

Of  minority  stockholders  and  creditors  ineffectual  to  prevent  re- 
organization and  consolidation,  see  Consolidation,  Msbger 
AND  Sale,  18. 

OBUOATIOlfS. 

Refunding  of,  as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues, 
46-70,  83. 

OBSOI.E8CBlfOB. 

As  an  element  of  depreciation,  see  Depbbciation,  4,  5. 

Antiquated  property  to  be  written  off  within  a  reasonable  time,  see 
Retubn,  73. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  obsolescent  property  in  valuation  pro- 
ceedings, see  Valua'tion,  21,  169,  181-192. 

OOCITPATIOlf  TAX. 

License  fee  for  operation  of  automobiles  as  jitney  buses,  aae  Auto* 
IIOBILES,  16-19. 

OCCUFIBB  TEBBITOBT. 

Admission  of  competition  to,  see  Monop<h«t  and  Competition. 

OFFIOB. 

Business  telephone  rates  for  physician's  office,  see  Rates,  397-399. 

OFFIOB  BXBBNBEB. 

^     Station  basis  as  method  of  division  of  central  offiot  telephone  ex- 
penses, see  Apportionment,  21. 

OFFIOB  FUBMITUBB. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Dbpbbciation,  79. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valvatmox,  106. 

OFFIOB  BBHT. 

Allowance  of  in  return,  see  Retubn,  56. 

OFFIOBBS. 

Apportionment  of  salaries  of,  between  electric  and  water  depart- 

moit  of  utilities,  see  Apportionment,  33. 
Free  or  redueed  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination, 

77-82. 
Different  rates  of  discount  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Disoeimina- 

TION,  80. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  officers,  see  Return,  51-63. 
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Rigbt  of  utility  to  allowance  for  gratuitous  serviceB  rendered  by 

officers,  see  Retubn,  57. 
Allowance  for  value  of  services  rendered  by  an  officer  for  which 

no  salary  was  paid  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  property,  see 

Valuation,  274. 

OHIO. 

Provision  of  statute  relative  to  physical  connection  of  telephones, 
see  Sebvicb,  407. 

OIL. 

Use  basis  of  apportionment  of  property  of  water  company  supplying 
a  city  and  an  oil  field  as  unfair,  see  Apportionment,  28. 

Restricting  to  proportionate  shares  amount  which  producer  may 
talce  from  common  source,  see  Constitutional  Law,  49. 

Reparation  of  excessive  charges  on  shipments  of,  see  Rxpabation, 
23. 

Lubricating  oil  as  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  236. 

1.  An  individual  producer  in  an  oil  field  where  the  source  of  sup- 
ply is  common  to  all  has  no  absolute  property  in  the  oil  beneath  the 
surface  until  it  is  raised  and  reduced  to  possession  and  oafMU»Ie  of 
being  removed  or  transported  at  the  will  of  the  owner.  Ardmore  Oil 
Producers'  Asso.  v.  W.  A  F.  Oil  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E,  166. 

2.  The  (^lahoma  Commission  established  rules  and  regolatious  re- 
stricting the  production  of  oil  from  a  common  source  of  supply  on  the 
theory  that  it  should  be  produced  and  preserved  in  such  a  manner  as 
not  to  be  wasted,  so  that  the  public,  the  users  and  consumers  might 
receive  the  full  benefit  therefrom,  rather  than  in  such  quantities  in 
excess  of  market  demands,  as  would  result  in  the  early  destruction  of 
the  oil  field,  although  reducing  the  price  of  the  oil.  Ardmore  Oil  Pro- 
ducers' Asso.  V.  W.  &  F.  Oil  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E,  156. 

3.  Producers  of  oil  in  Oklahoma  from  a  common  source  of  supply, 
who  do  not  produce  their  percentage  of  the  possible  capacity  of  their 
wells  that  is  necessary  to  make  up  the  daily  market  demand,  eannot) 
prevent  other  producers  from  supplying  such  demand.  Ardmore  Oil 
Producers'  Asso.  v.  W.  &  F.  Oil  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E,  166. 

4.  Producers  of  oil  in  Oklahoma  from  a  common  source  of  supply 
are  prohibited  from  taking  more  oil  than  is  necessary  to  supply  the 
daily  market  demand,  the  taking  to  be  regulated  by  ascertaining  such 
demand  and  the  potential  production,  and  by  peonitting  each,  curator 
to  produce  only  such  a  per  cent  of  the  possible  production  of  each  well 
as  is  necessary  to  make  up  upon  the  whole  the  daily  market  demand, 
the  daily  production  to  be  the  average  of  a  period  of  thirty  days. 
Ardmore  Oil  Producers'  Asso.  v.  W.  &,  F.  Oil  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U*R.1915E, 
166. 

OXI.AHOMA. 

Mandamus  to  compel  natural  gas  company  to  accept  provisions  of 
Oklahoma  statute,  see  BftANDAMUS,  4. 
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s 
Rules  of  Commission  for  conservation  of  natural  gas,  see  Natural 

Gas,  1. 
Rules  of  Commission  restricting  the  production  of  oil  from  a  com- 
mon source  of  supply,  see  Oil,  2-4. 
iProvision  of  Constitution  relative  to  physical  oonnection  of  tele- 
phones, see  Service,  392. 

OUO  PATRONS. 

See  generally,  Consumebs  and  Patrons. 

Special  telephone  rates  to,  see  Discrimination,  112,  113. 

OMISSIONS. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  130,  131,  140. 

ONE-MAN  SERVICE. 

Operation  of  street  cars  by  one  man  not  favored  by  Idaho  Commis- 
sion, merely  for  sake  of  economy,  see  Return,  19. 

ONE-WAT. 

Discrimination  in  one-way  fares,  see  Discrimination,  138* 

OPEfelATINO  EXPENSE. 

Telephone,  as  dependent  upon  amount  of  traffic,  see  Apportion* 
IfENT,  22. 

Output  charge  represented  by,  see  Apportion kenT;  24a. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  94. 

Allowances  for,  see  Return,  11-91. 

Effect  of  extravagant  operating  expenses  on  return,  see  Return,  11. 

Exclusion  of  amortisation  of  bond  discount  in  statement  of,  see  Re- 
turn, 76. 

Percentage  of  operating  expenses  of  railroads  to  revenue,  see  Re- 
turn, 164. 

Security  issues  for,  see  Securitt  Issues,  113-119. 

OPERATION. 

Of  street  cars  by  one  man  not  favored  by  Idaho  Commission  merely 

for  sake  of  ecoribmy,  see  Return,  19. 
Of  street  cars  by  one  man,  see  Sbbvicb,  336. 
Test  of  high  efficiency  in,  see  Waier,  2. 

OPERATION  AT  A  I«088. 

See  also  Losses. 

Fine  for  violation  of  order  to  operate  passenger  train  although  at  a 
loss,  when  considered  necessary  for  public  convenience,  see 
Fines  and  Penalties,  4. 

Duty  of  utility  to  render  adequate  service  although  operated  at  a 
loss,  see  Service,  45-61. 

Duty  of  utility  to  operate  at  a  loss,  see  Service,  126>  IdS,  1SJ(,  194. 

Necessity  of  providing  conductor  as  well  as  motorman  an  an  inter- 
urban  railway  operated  ai  a  loss,  see  Service,  193. 
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Diseontinuance  of  regular  telegraph  station  upon  arranging  to 
telephone  messages  to  another  office  for  transmission,  see  Sebv- 
ICE,  346. 

Right  to  discontinue  telephone  exchange  which  is  not  self-sustain- 
ing and  to  transfer  the  subscribers  to  another  exchange,  see 
Service,  358. 

OPERATOR. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  operators  of  jitney  buses 
to  have  experience  in  operation  of  automobiles  in  the  city,  see 
Automobiles,  12. 

Salary  of  telephone  operator  as  part  of  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
TTJBX,  56.  , 

OPINION  EVIDENCE. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valu- 
ation, 226-228. 

OPPOSITE  DIRECTION. 

Higher  charge  for,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimination,  33-35. 

OPTION. 

Unreasonableness,  of  rule  giving  water  company  option  to  change 
from  flat  rate  to  meter  service,  see  Rates,  499. 

OPTIONAI*  RATES. 

Rates  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  131,  156. 
Rates  for  telephone  service,  see  Rates,  369,  371. 

ORDERS. 

/.  In  general,  i— 7. 
II,  Applicability  of  doctrine  of  res  judicata,  8. 

III,  Orders  of  Commissions  in  sister  states,  9,  10, 

IV,  Approval  of  security  issues  as  guarantying  dividends,  11, 
V,  "Effect  of  approval  of  agreements,  12-^14, 

VI,  Form,  of  orders,  16, 
VII,  Time  for  m^ahing,  16, 

I,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1081. 

Review  of,  see  generally  Appeal  and  Review. 

Who  may  be  heard  on  mandamus  to  enforce  order  of  Conunission,  see 

Appeal  and  Review,  6,  7. 
Procedure  upon  vacation  of,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  41. 
Certiorari  to  review  order  of  Commission,  see  Cebtiobabi,  1-3. 
Stress  provision  that  order  permitting  sale  of  property  was  not  to 

be  taken  as  findings  of  valuation,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and 

Sale,  29. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 17. 
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Orders  fixing  rates  as  impairment  of  obligation  of  contract  to  supply 
water  at  specified  rate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  29-49. 

Reasonableness  of  order  of  Commission  as  a  question  for  the  courts,  see 
Courts,  1;  Constitutional  Law,  63. 

Of  Commission  not  to  be  held  void  in  the  absence  ol  evidence,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 229. 

Consent  to,  and  acceptance  of  benefits  of,  as  estoppel  to  deny  power  of 
Commission  to  make  the  order,  see  Estoppel,  3. 

Presumption  as  to  validity  of  orders  of  Commission,  see  Evidenci,  11- 
23. 

Presumption  arising  from  approval  of  security  issues  by  Commission, 
see  Evidence,  48,  49. 

Penalty  for  violation  of  orders  of  Commissions,  see  Fines  and  Penal- 
ties, 3-6. 

Injunction  as  proper  remedy  to  restrain  enforcement  of,  see  Injunciion, 
1. 

Orders  interfering  with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Comkercb, 
8-15. 

Efl'ect  of  pending  appeal  upon  application  to  vacate  order  of  Commis- 
sion, see  Procedure,  8. 

Requirement  as  to  hearing  before  entry  of  orders  requiring  physical  con- 
nection between  railroad  lines,  see  Procedl^e,  9. 

Effect  of  order  requiring  a  public  utility  to  file  its  schedule  of  rates  and 
charges,  see  Rates,  13.  • 

Permitting  steam  railroads  to  collect  excess  fares  from  passengers  not 
provided  with  tickets  made  inapplicable  to  interurban  lines,  see 
Rates,  251. 

Necessity  of  order  of  approval  by  Commission  to  entitle  rates  to  become 
effective,  see  Rates,  23. 

Fixing  rates  to  be  given  test  of  practical  trial,  see  Return,  134# 

Reasonableness  of,  compelling  operation  of  one  train  each  way  daily 
over  a  railroad  which  is  likely  to  cause  a  loss  to  the  carrier,  see 
Service,  55. 

Reasonableness  of  order  directing  extension  and  enlargement  of  a  water 
plant  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  company  has  a  valid  existing 
franchise,  see  Service,  111. 

1.  An  objection  that  an  order  of  the  Commission  is  unreasonable 
because  it  did  not  require  a  city  taking  over  the  property  of  a  water- 
works company  to  pay  or  provide  means  of  payment  before  it  took 
possession  of  the  plant  as  required  by  the  Constitution,  is  untenable 
where  it  appears  that  the  city  has  the  money  on  hand,  that  it  has 
made  lawful  tender  thereof  to  the  utility,  and  has  at  all  times 
kept  such  tender  good.  Oshkoth  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission 
P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  859). 

2.  The  facts  that  a  hotel  has  not  made  proper  accounting  for  out- 
going calls  switched  from  the  lines  of  a  telephone  company  maintaining 
telephones  in  all  the  rooms  to  the  lines  of  another  company  ordered  to 
permit  physical  connection  between  their  hotel  switch  boards,  and  that 
the  first  company  has  used  the  order  as  a  pretext  to  install  devices  at 
other  places  for  a  physical  connection,  were  held  no  ground  for  the 
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vacation  of  the  original  order  requiring  the  connection,  where  relief  can 
be  obtained  by  requiring  the  hotel  to  make  compensation  and  by  requir- 
ing the  removal  of  the  objectionable  devices.  Wright-Dickinson  Hotel 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  828. 

3.  An  order  limiting  the  amount  of  the  expense  to  be  borne  by  a 
town  upon  a  railroad  being  required  to  make  changes  in  a  highway 
will  not  relieve  the  town  from  sharing  in  the  expense  to  the  railroad 
of  relocating  a  part  of  the  highway  under  a  supplemental  order,  where 
the  additional  work  was  not  contemplated  by  the  limitation  in  the 
original  order  and  the  supplemental  order  was  made  on  application  by 
the  town.    Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Norwich  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1915F,  944. 

4.  The  sustaining  by  the  courts  of  an  order  of  a  Public  Service 
Commission  requiring  one  telegraph  company  to  refund  to  another  cer- 
tain charges  on  intrastate  messages  which  it  has  received  from  the  other 
for  delivery  cannot  be  made  the  foimdation  of  a  judgment  for  a  refund 
on  similar  interstate  messages,  although  the  language  of  the  order  ia 
sufficiently  broad  to  cover  the  latter  messages,  where  the  Commission 
had  no  question  of  interstate  messages  before  it  and  its  order  was  af- 
firmed without  any  consideration  of  the  merits.  Re  Postal  Teleg.-Cable 
Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  643   (S.  C.  169  App.  Div.  382,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  997). 

6.  The  authoril^  of  the  Commission  for  the  issuance  of  preferred 
capital  stock  of  a  telephone  company  is  not  to  be  construed  as  an 
approval  by  the  Commission  of  the  rates  now  charged  for  service  at  any 
of  its  stations,  nor  as  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  such  rates 
are  reasonable  or  not  excessive  or  not  discriminatory.  Re  United 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  657. 

6.  The  authority  of  the  Commission  for  the  issuance  of  preferred 
capital  stock  of  a  telephone  company  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  finding 
by  the  Commission  of  the  value  of  the  property  for  the  capitalization 
of  the  purchase  price  for  which  a  portion  of  such  preferred  capital  stock 
is  authorized  to  be  issued,  either  as  to  the  whole  of  said  property,  or 
of  any  part  thereof,  nor  as  an  acquiescence  in  the  values  placed  upon 
said  property  by  the  parties,  nor  as  an  approval  of  the  consideration 
stipulated.    Re  United  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  567. 

7.  The  Montana  Commission,  in  dealing  with  a  complaint  as  to  the 
service  and  rates  of  an  interurban  railway  which  was  operated  at  a 
loss,  stated  that  it  would  make  findings  in  the  nature  of  orders  only 
as  to  the  safety  of  the  service  and  as  to  discrimination  in  rates,  but 
its  findings  as  to  mere  adequacy  of  service  would  be  made  in  the  form  of 
suggestions.  Beauleiu  v.  Missoula  Street  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E» 
347. 

II,  Applicability  of  doctrine  of  res  judicata, 

8.  A  petition  of  an  electric  utility  for  a  certificate  of  convenience 
and  necessity  to  extend  a  transmission  line  into  occupied  territory  will 
not  be  denied  by  the  Idaho  Commission  merely  on  the  ground  that  in 
a  final  order  it  has  denied  a  prior  similar  petition  under  which  the 
identical  issues  have  been  presented  and  decided,  since  the  doctrine 
of  the  rea  judicata  cannot  be  invoked  in  matters  purely  administra- 
tive.   Re  Swan  Creek  Electric  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  323. 
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///.  Orders  of  Commiasions  in  aisier  states, 

9.  The  decision  of  the  Commission  of  a  sister  state  that  there  is 
no  public  necessity  for  the  proposed  construction  of  terminal  track 
facilities  at  stock  yards  is  not  an  adjudication  that  no  public  necessity 
exists  for  the  proposed  construction  in  Missouri.  Re  Kansas  City 
Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

10.  Decisions  of  State  Railroad  or  Public  Service  Commissions  upon 
the  question  whether  they  have  jurisdiction  of  jitney  busses  and  motor 
trucks  are  of  little  aid  to  a  Commission  of  a  sister  state  in  determining 
such  question,  where  the  statutes  conferring  jurisdiction  are  dissimilar. 
Western  Asso.  v.  Hackett  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  997. 

IV,  Approval  of  security  issues  as  guarantying  dividends. 

Express  provisions  that  authorization  of  security  issues  shall  not  be 
binding  as  finding  of  value,  see  Secubity  Issues,  90. 

11.  The  commonwealth  is  not  responsible  to  investors  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  value  of  electric  light  and  power  company  stock  issued 
at  a  premium,  since  an  order  of  the  Massachusetts  Board  of  Gas  and 
Electric  Light  Commissioners  approving  stock  of  a  utility  carries  with 
it  no  actual  or  implied  guaranty  as  to  the  maintenanee  of  dividends. 
Petition  of  Greenfield  Electric  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
796. 

F.  Effect  of  approval  of  agreenhents* 

12.  The  Illinois  Commission,  in  approving  a  reduced  schedule  of  block 
gas  rates  agreed  upon  between  a  city  and  a  gas  utility  in  consideration 
of  the  dismissal  of  a  complaint  against  the  company  as  to  the  reason- 
ableness of  existing  rates,  does  not  find  that  such  rates  are  reasonable, 
or  commit  itself  to  the  propriety  of  the  block  system  of  rates  for  gas. 
Evanston  v.  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  309. 

13.  The  Commission's  approval  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  of  the 
property  of  a  public-service  corporation  is  not  a  finding  of  the  value  of 
such  property,  nor  is  it  an  acquiescence  in  the  values  placed  upon 
the  property  by  the  companies,  nor  an  approval  of  the  consideration 
stipulated.    Re  Citizens*  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  610. 

14.  The  Commission's  approval  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  of 
the  property  of  a  public-service  corporation  is  not  a  finding  that  exist- 
ing rates  are  reasonable,  and  not  discriminatory.  Re  Citizens'  Light  in 
P.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916A,  610. 

VI,  Form  of  orders. 

Form  of,  as  affecting  right  of  appeal,  see  Appeal  Ain)  Review,  4. 

16.  An  order  by  the  Commission  which  merely  directs  that  a  through 
rate  on  coal  shall  continue  and  remain  in  force  need  not  recite  in  the 
findings  that  the  railroads  interested  have  refused  and  neglected  to 
establish  voluntarily  the  through  rate,  and  that  the  Commission  finds 
that  such  through  rate  is  necessary  for  the  accommodation  of  the  pub- 
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lie,  and  will  not  give  to  one  carrier  an  unfair  or  an  unequal  advantage 
over  the  other  as  provided  for  in  §  27  of  the  Public  Utilities  act  in 
cases  where  new  rates  are  established.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Go.  v. 
Stote  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  141  (S.  C.  267  111. 
544,  108  N.  E.  737). 

VII.  Time  for  mahing, 

16.  An  order  made  more  than  twenty  days  after  the  final  submission 
of  the  matter  for  decision  on  rehearing  is  not  void  by  virtue  of  the 
provision  of  the  Public  Utility  act  that  the  Commission  shall  'liear 
the  matter  with  all  despatch,  and  shall  determine  the  same  within 
twenty  days  after  final  submission,  and  if  such  determination  is  not 
made  within  such  time,  it  may  be  taken  by  any  party  to  the  rehearing 
that  the  order  involved  is  affirmed,"  as  the  statute  is  merely  directory 
as  to  the  Commission,  in  no  way  going  to  its  jurisdiction,  and  in  so 
far  as  the  parties  are  concerned  simply  •  authorizes  them,  pending  final 
decision,  to  act  without  fear  of  penalty  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
order  is  affirmed.  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Thelen,  P.U.R.1915E, 
291  (S.  C.  —  Gal.  — ,  150  Pac.  359). 

OBDINAKCES. 

See  also  Municipalities. 

Regulating  operation  of  jitney  busses,  see  Automobiles,  13-15. 

Necessity  of  approval  of,  by  Commission,  see  Commissions,  12,  15. 

As  to  constitutionality  of  ordinances  regulating  automobiles  oper- 
ated as  jitney  busses,  see  Constitutional  Law,  22-24. 

Right  of  Commission  to  change  rate  fixed  by,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  29-49. 

Provision  of,  requiring  free  service  or  reduced  rates  to  municipal- 
ities, and  public  buildings,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimina- 
TION,  52. 

Regulation  of  particular  class  of  vehicles  as  discriminatory,  see 
MuNiciPALrriBS,  11. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  interurban  cars  to  stop 
at  all  comers  on  signal,  see  Sebvice»  35. 

OREGON. 

Rules  by  Or^on  Commission  for  telephone  company  relative  to 
service  and  pajonent,  see  Payment,  8. 

ORGANIZATION  EXPENSES. 

Allowance  of,  as  overhead  expenses,  see  Valuation,  104,  107,  108, 
111,  130,  131. 

ORIGIN. 

No  distinction  in  rates  on  shipments  according  to  places  of,  see  Dis- 

CBIMINATION,  38. 

ORIGINAI.  OOST. 

As  basis  for  computing  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation,  20. 
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Consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  valuation  proceedings,  tee  Valua- 
tion, 23,  24,  26,  34. 

Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  34. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  expenses  incident  to  invasion  of  occu- 
pied territory,  in  ascertaining,  see  Valuation,  92. 

Expenses  of  defending  contempt  proceedings  as  part  of  originaJ  cost 
of  plant,  see  Valuation,  93. 

Commission  not  limited  to  an  allowance  of  an  amount  equal  to,  in 
valuation  of  land,  see  Valuation,  214. 

OUTPUT. 

Apportionment  to  determine  output  expenses  of  water  company 
chargeable  to,  see  Apportionment,  27. 

OUTPUT    OHAROE. 

See  generally  Apportionment. 

As  represented  by  operating  expenses,  see  Apportionment,  24&. 

Definition  of,  see  Apportionment,  24b. 

Apportionment  of,  see  Apportionment,  25. 

OUTSTANDING  INDEBTEDNESS. 

Discharge  of,  as  purpose  of  security  issue,  see  Seoubitt  Issues,  46- 
70,  83. 

OVERCHARGES. 

Reparation  of,  see  Reparation. 

OVERCROWDING. 

Of  street  cars,  see  Service,  307-310. 

OVERHEAD  GROSSING. 

See  Crossings. 

OVERHEAD   EXPENSES. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  8,  91. 

Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  106-109. 

Allowance  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  24,  28,  104-143. 

OWNERSHIP. 

Of  oil,  see  Oil,  1. 

Of  property  of  utility  not  in  stockholders,  see  Publio  Utilities,  4, 

Of  surplus  accumulated  by  public  utilities,  see  Pxtblio  Utilities, 

5. 
Of  meters,  see  Service,  164-163. 

OWNERS  OF  EQVIPICENT. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to  owners  of  equipment,  as  discrimination, 
see  Discrimination,  100-106. 

PACKAGE  TICKETS. 

For  street  railway,  see  Rates,  349-362. 
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PAB0EL8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  transfer  companies  carrying  par- 
cels, see  Public  Utioties,  34. 

PARK  COMMISSIONERS. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  recommendation  of»  with  reference  to 
grade  separation,  see  Cbossings,  15. 

PARTIAI.  INVALIBITT. 

Of  franchise,  effect  of,  see  Feianghise,  4. 

PARTIAL  RELIEF. 

Review  of  judgment  to  permit  ^rant  of,  see  Appeai.  and  Review, 
39. 

PARTIES. 

On  appeal,  see  Appeal  aio)  Review,  38. 

Who  may  complain  of  jurisdiction  of  Commission,  see  Commis- 
sions, 28. 

Who  may  complain  of  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  227. 

Who  may  bring  action  of  mandamus  in  name  of  state,  see  Manda- 
mus, 2. 

Switching  rates  voluntarily  established  by  several  railroads  not  to 
be  changed  in  proceedings  to  which  all  railroads  are  not  parties, 
see  Pbocedube,  3. 

Including  adjoining  town  in  proceedings  inquiring  into  reasonable- 
ness of  electric  rates,  see  Pbocedube,  6. 

Ri^t  of  court  to  entertain  suit  at  the  instance  of  individual  con- 
sumers to  enjoin  schedule  of  rates  which  does  not  exceed  the 
maximum  fixed  by  proper  legislative  body,  see  Rates,  66. 

Effect  of  waiver  of  defense  in  favor  of  one  party,  see  Waiveb,  1. 

1.  The  complainant  in  a  proceeding  to  compel  physical  connection 
between  telephone  lines  was,  on  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  for 
lack  of  jurisdiction  over  necessary  parties,  given  leave  to  bring  in  such 
parties  either  by  joining  them,  by  their  consent,  as  parties  complainant, 
or,  in  case  of  their  refusal  so  to  join,  by  making  them  parties  re- 
spondent.   West  V.  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.TJ.R.1915A,  208. 

2.  The  South  Dakota  Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  a  proceeding  to  compel ,  physical  connection  between 
telephone  lines,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  party  complainant  is  not 
a  telephone  company.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  987. 

3.  A  complaint  by  a  husband  against  a  telephone  company  for 
failure  to  install  a  telephone  upon  request  will  be  dismissed  where  the 
premises  in  which  the  telephone  was  to  be  installed  belonged  to  the 
wife,  and  the  telephone  was  desired  for  her  use  and  was  to  be  installed 
in  her  name.    Plummer  v.  United  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohjo)  P.U.R.1915C,  416. 

4.  In  a  proceeding  to  obtain  reparation  for  an  overcharge  for  freight, 
it  is  immaterial,  under  the  Maine  statutes,  whether  the  complaint  be 
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made  by  the  shipper  or  the  railroad  compaBy.     American  Thread  Co. 
V.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1066. 

5.  One  of  the  parties  to  an  agreement  whereby  a  lumber  company 
in  control  of  a  spur  track  is  to  permit  settlers  living  around  tlie  spur 
to  use  it  for  their  shipments  cannot  sucOessfully  complain  of  a  viola* 
tion  of  the  contract,  in  that  shipments  are  permitted  to  be  made  only 
in  the  name  of  and  through  the  lumber  company,  where  he  has  never 
had  a  shipment  to  make,  nor  been  refused  the  privilege  of  making  a 
shipment.    Meyer  v.  Marinette,  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  411. 

6.  The  fact  that  the  Michigan  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  ovei 
the  business  or  rates  of  water  carriers  does  not  prevent  it  from  enter- 
taining a  complaint  by  incorporated  navigation  companies  to  compel 
railroads  to  establish  a  through  route  and  joint  rate,  since  §  22  of  the 
Michigan  railroad  act  permits  "any  corporation"  to  make  a  complaint 
for  such  purpose.  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Conmiis- 
sion  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915F,  805. 

7.  The  California  Commission,  imder  §  51a  of  the  public  utilitieft 
act  forbidding  water  corporations,  among  others,  from  selling  any  part 
of  their  plant  without  the  permission  of  the  Commission,  is  without 
power  to  approve  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  water  system  where  the 
application  is  made  by  the  intending  purchaser,  since  the  authority 
must  run  to  the  owner,  the  Commission  having  nothing  to  do  with  the 
rights  of  the  purchaser.  Hanlon  v.  Eshleman,  P.U.R.1915B,  842  (S.  C. 
169  Cal.  200,  146  Pac.  656). 

8.  Holders  of  outstanding  bonds  are  not  necessary  parties  to  a  pro- 
ceeding to  determine  the  value  of  a  waterworks  company's  property 
for  the  purpose  of  municipal  purchase,  where  it  appears  that  the  com- 
pany had  the  right  to  call  in  the  bonds  at  any  time  upon  the  payment 
of  a  stated  premium;  and  such  bondholders  are  in  no  wise  prejudiced, 
where  it  further  appears  that  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  Conunis- 
sion  is  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  full  amoiuit«of  the  bonds  in- 
cluding the  premium,  and  that  the  C!ommi88ion  merely  required  the 
company  to  call  in  and  cancel  the  bonds  and  turn  over  the  utility  free 
from  all  liens.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  ~,  152  N.  W.  859). 

PART  IPERFORMAKOE. 

Estoppel  by  part  performance  of  contract  to  render  free  service,  see 
Discrimination,  92. 

PARTY  LINES. 

Discrimination  in  telephone  rates  for,  see  Discrimination,  189. 

Telephone  rates  for,  see  Rates,  405,  406. 

Distinction  between  six-party  and  four-party  line  in  fixing  rural 

switching  charges,  see  Rates,  429. 
Telephone  service  on,  see  Service,  373-378. 

PAR  VALUE. 

Issuance  of  stock  at  less  than,  by  utility  earning  fair  return,  see 
Security  Issues,  161. 
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Stock  of  new  company  not  to  be  issued  at  less  than,  see  Secubitt 

Issues,  158. 
Issuance  of  bonds  at  •less  than,  see  Sbcubitt  Issttes,  159. 

PASSENGER  CARS. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 

PASSENGER  FARES. 

See  Rates. 

PASSENGER  MOVEBfENT. 

Car  movement  to  conform  to  passenger  movement,  see  Sebvige,  344. 

PASSENGER  RATES. 

Se«  Rates. 

PASSENGERS. 

See  generally  Consumebs  'and  Patbons. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  revenue  as  between  freight  and  pas- 
senger service  of  interurban  railways,  see  Appobtionment,  9. 

Jurisdiction  of  New  York  court  over  action  for  damages  by  passen- 
ger for  ejectment  from  interurban  railway  train  for  failure  to 
pay  excess  fare,  see  Coubts,  4. 

Discrimination  by  railroad  in  giving  exclusive  privilege  of  trans- 
ferring, see  Discbimination,  204. 

Stopping  of  interstate  passenger  trains  at  small  villages  as  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce,  see  Intebstate  Commebce, 
ie-18. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  question  of  discrimination  by  rail- 
road as  to  transfer  of  passengers,  see  Sebvice,  4. 

Duty  of  railway  operated  at  a  loss  to  protect  and  carry  passengers 
safely,  see  Sebvice,  53. 

Scats  for,  on  interurban  cars,  see  Sebvice,  199. 

Seats  for,  on  street  railway,  see  Sebvioe,  304-310. 

Seats  for,  on  steam  railroad,  see  Service,  267,  268. 

Seats  to  be  provided  for  passengers  in  Pullman  cars  if  necessary, 
see  Sebvice,  268. 

PASSENGER  SERVICE. 

Fines  for  violation  of  order  to  operate  trains,  see  Fines  and  Pen- 
alties, 4. 

Right  of  railroad  to  discontinue,  where  there  are  other  means  of 
conveyance,  see  Sebvice,  256. 

Stopping  of  interstate  trains  when  passenger  service  is  inadequate, 
see  Sebvice,  269. 

Demand  for,  on  street  ears,  see  Sebvice,  301,  302. 

PASSENGER  TRAFFIC. 

Expenses  chargeable  to,  see  Apportionment,  13. 
Apportionment  of  expense   between   passenger  traffic   and  freight 
traffic,  see  Appobtionment,  15. 
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Apportionment  of  earnings  between  day  and  night  service,  see  Ap- 
portionment, 19. 
Earnings  to  be  credited  to,  see  AppoBTioigfSNT,  20. 

PAST  LOSSES. 

See  Losses. 

PATRONAGE. 

Increase  in,  as  factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonable- 
ness of  rate,  see  Rates,  120-126. 

Decrease  of,  as  authorizing  abandonment  of  advice  by  street  rail- 
way companies,  see  Sebvice,  118. 

PATRONS. 

See  Ck)NSUMEB8  and  Patbonb. 

PAVEBIENT  OVER  MAINS. 

Cost  of  cutting,  to  make  repairs  oi»  water  mains  as  operating  ex- 
pense, see  Retubn,  48. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  144-155. 

PAVING. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  paving  between  tracks  where  steam  raU- 
road  crosses  street  railway,  see  Appobtionmsnt,  49. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  assessment  for  street  paving,  see 
Commissions,  46. 

Allowance  of  assessment  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  128. 

PAT-AS-TOU-ENTER. 

Street  railway  service  rendered  by.  pay-as-you-enter  carsy  see  Sebv- 
ice, 332-334. 

PAYMENT. 

/.  In  general,  1—9. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission,  10. 
Ill,  Contract  periods,  11—13. 
IV.  Forms  of  hills,  14,  IS. 
V.  Payments  in  advance,  16—28. 
VI.  Discount  for  prompt  payment,  29—41. 
a.  In  general,  29—37. 
h.  Increase  in  rates  to  admit,  38—41. 
VII.  Security  and  deposit,  42—63. 
a.  In  general,  42— 6S, 
h.  Amount  of  deposit,  66,  67. 

c.  Interest  on  deposit,  68—61. 

d.  Return  or  application  of  deposit,  62,  68. 
VIII.  Establishment  of  credit,  64. 

IX.  Liability  of  landlord  or  tenant,  66—70, 
X.  Effect  on  past  delinquency,  71—74, 
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XI.  Enforcement  of  payment,  7S^100. 

a.  Discontinuance  of  service,    75— ^P. 

b.  Penalty    or    additional    ciharge    for    failure    to    pay 

protnptly,  IH>— P5. 

c.  Interest  on  delinquent  €uxounts,  96, 

d.  Enforcement  hy  means  of  prepayment  meters,  97. 

e.  Connection  and  disconnection  charges,  98-^100. 

/.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1081. 
Ck>n8ideration  of  failure  to  collect  bills  for  service  in  determining  reason- 
ableness of  rates,  see  Rates,  339. 

1.  A  public  service  company  is  entitled,  where  bills  are  computed 
mcmthly,  to  monthly  payment  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  bills 
are  rendered.  Murphy  v.  Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  289. 

2.  Telephone  companies  should  insist  upon  prompt  payment  of  rent- 
als.   Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

3.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
permitting  its  rentals  or  charges  to  become  past  due  and  run  for  an  in- 
definitely long  period,  action  in  court  to  recover  the  amount  due  being 
open  to  them.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

4.  A  utility  has  the  right  to  take  reasonable  protective  measures 
to  insure  payment  for  future  service,  although  the  ordinary  tradesman 
may  not  make  similar  demands,  since  the  utility  is  compelled  to  supply 
its  service  to  all  who  demand  it.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  k  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

5.  In  determining  what  rule  or  regulation  of  a  utility  to  insure 
payment  for  future  service  will  be  reasonable,  consideration  must  be 
given  to  the  desirability  of  subjecting  the  general  mass  of  consumers 
to  only  such  burdens  as  are  reasonably  necessary  to  insure  such  pay- 
ment. Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  717. 

6.  Certain  rules  applicable  to  payment  for  service  furnished  by  the 
Bakersfield  Water  Company  were  declared  reasonable.  East  Bakers- 
field  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Bakersfield  Water  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1044. 

7.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  requiring  each  subscriber  to  pay 
for  all  long-distance  messages  originating  from  his  telephone  is  rea- 
sonable and  may  be  enforced  regardless  of  whether  the  subscriber 
0.  K.'s  the  message,  where  it  was  necessary  to  keep  the  company  from 
being  imposed  upon  and  it  was  an  easy  matter  for  the  subscriber  to 
control  the  use  of  his  telephone.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Sharp,  P.UJ1.1916F,  418  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  L.R.A.1915E,  323,  177  S. 
W.  25). 

8.  The  Oregon  Commission  established  rules  and  regulations  for  a 
telephone  company  concerning  payment  in  advance,  establishment  of 
credit,  cash  deposits,  method  of  discontinuing  service,  signing  of  con- 
tracts by  applicants,  cost  of  installing,  disconnecting  and  reconnecting 
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service,  and  the  cost  of  extensions.    Re  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  290. 

9.  All  public-service  companies  in  Pennsylvania  are  ordered  to  set 
forth  clearly  in  their  posted  and  filed  tariffs  the  rules,  circumstances, 
and  conditions  under  which  penaltiea  for  faihire  to  pay  bills  promptly 
are  imposed  and  discounts  for  prompt  payment  allowed,  and  such  rules 
are  to  be  applied  without  discrimination.  Re  Discounts  for  Prompt 
Payment  &  Penalties  for  Delayed  Payment  of  Bills  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
327. 

I/.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission, 

10.  The  fact  that  rules  with  reference  to  ^e  requirement  of  a  de- 
posit or  other  security  upon  the  installation  of  telephone  instruments, 
and  with  reference  to  the  payment  for  service  in  advance,  affect  rates, 
does  not  deprive  the  Commission  from  acting  under  chapter  117,  §  85, 
of  the  Washington  Laws  of  1911,  in  promulgating  rules  and  regula- 
tions with  reference  thereto.  Re  Payment  for  Teleph.  Service  (Wash.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  951. 

Ill,  Contract  periods, 

11.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  its  cates  are  quoted  for 
service  extending  over  a  period  of  one  year,  and  that  such  rates  are 
offered  with  the  understanding  that  the  company  has  facilities  to  pro- 
vide the  service  at  the  location  desired,  was  approved.  Re  Clark  County 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  359. 

12.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  that  bills  for  water  furnished  through 
meters  to  domestic  consumers  in  residences  shall  be  rendered  quarterly, 
instead  of  monthly,  was  approved.  Re  Kokomo  Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  301.*^ 

13.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  that  bills  for  water  furnished  through 
meters  to  domestic  consumers  in  residences  shall  be  due  at  the  office 
of  the  company  on  the  first  day  of  eac]^  quarter  for  the  previous  three 
months,  and  paid  within  ten  days  thereafter,  was  approved.  Re  Kokomo 
Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  301. 


IV,  Forms  of  bills, 

14.  An  electric  lighting  utility  was  ordered  to  have  all  bills  state 
plainly  the  connected  load  of  each  consumer  and  the  percentage  con- 
sidered active,  in  computing  a  rate  based  partly  upon  active  load.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

15.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  of 
certain  electric  utilities,  the  companies  were  required  to  discontinue 
the  practice,  in  the  statement  of  their  rates,  of  naming  the  net  rate, 
after  deducting  a  percentage  discount  for  prompt  payment,  but  were 
required  to  state  the  rate  plainly  in  terms  of  the  gross  amount  of  the 
bill,  and  to  make  a  separate  statement  of  discounts  for  prompt  pay- 
ment, if  any.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  855. 
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F.  Payments  in  advance, 

Bules  of  Oi'egon  Commission  relative  to  payment  in  advance  for  tele- 
phone service,  see  8,  supra. 

Conclusiveness  of  decision  of  state  court  ordering  discontinuance  of  re- 
quirement of  prepayment  for  service,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  15. 

Prepayment  of  bills  for  water  supply  ordered,  see  Service,  432. 

16.  A  telephone  company  is  entitled  to  require  payment  in  advance 
for  service  for  a  reasonable  period.  Re  Richland  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  12. 

17.  A  reasonable  advance  pa3anent  of  telephone  rentals  was  approved 
by  the  Commission  as  good  practice.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1032. 

18.  Telephone  companies  in  Washington  are  permitted  to  require 
advance  payments  for  services  under  conditions  defined  by  the  Com- 
mission.   Re  Payment  for  Teleph.  Service  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915E,  951. 

19.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  which  provided  for  payment  of 
rentals  two  months  in  advance  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Tri-C!ounty 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  129. 

20.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  payments  for  service  for 
the  first  three  months  must  be  made  in  advance,  and  thereafter  quarter- 
ly cr  monthly  in  advance,  at  the  option  of  the  subscriber,  was  approved. 
Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)"  P.U.R.1916A,  930. 

21.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  establish  a  schedule  of  rates^ 
providing  for  the  payment  of  bills  monthly  or  quarterly  in  advance  at 
the  election  of  subscribers.  Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  507. 

22.  A  rule  requiring  new  telephone  farm  line  subscribers,  upon 
the  installation  of  telephones,  to  pay  a  year's  rental  in  advance,  and 
for  new  individual  business  and  residence  line  subscribers  to  pay  three 
months'  rental  in  advance,  is  reasonable.  Re  Valparaiso  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)   P.U.R.1915E,  678. 

23.  Rules  of  a  telephone  company  requiring  new  subscribers  to  pay 
three  months  in  advance,  at  installation,  and  thereafter  monthly  in 
advance  for  flat  rate  service  within  the  initial  rate  area,  and  the  new 
rural  subscribers,  using  equipment  beyond  the  initial  rate  area,  to  pay 
twelve  months  in  advance,  at  installation,  and  thereafter  six  months  in 
advance,  are  reasonable.  Re  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
1050. 

24.  A  schedule  of  telephone  rates  for  rural  lines  of  $17  per  year  if 
paid  yearly  in  advance,  and  $8.50  for  each  six  months'  period  if  paid  in 
advance,  and  $1.50  per  month  if  paid  monthly  in  advance,  was  approved- 
Re  Pukwana  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  952. 

25.  A  telephone  company's  rate  schedule  which  provided  for  payment 
of  farm  bills  six  months  in  advance,  with  a  discount  of  25  cents  per 
month  for  payment  by  the  30th  of  the  month  in  which  bill  is  rendered,, 
and  which  provided  for  payment  of  switching  service  one  year  in  ad- 
vance, with  a  discount  of  $1  for  payment  by  the  30th  of  the  month  in 
which  bill  is  rendered,  was  approved,  it  being  assumed  that  the  dis- 
count system  would  stimulate  collections.  Re  Maxwell  &  B.  Teleph.  Co.. 
(Xeb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  471. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


270  PAYMENT,  VI.  a. 

26.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  requiring  a  deposit  of 
$3  upon  the  installation  of  a  telephone,  such  deposit  to  be  forfeited 
if  the  service  is  not  continued  for  a  year,  was  ordered  to  be  discon- 
tinued as  unreasonable,  and  in  lieu  thereof  the  company  was  per- 
mitted to  charge  for  three  months  in  advance  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  installation  of  a  telephone,  and  to  require  thereafter  one  month's 
advance  payment  for  a  continuation  of  the  service,  such  rule  to  apply 
to  the  company's  city  exchange,  and  to  be  taken  as  not  necessarily 
applicable  to  other  companies  under  different  circumstances.  Simms  v. 
Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

27.  A  farm  telephone  company,  whose  rates,  payable  yearly  in  ad- 
vance, have  yielded  a  reasonable  return,  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates 
25  cents  a  month,  provided  a  discount  of  25  cents  per  month  be  made  to 
subscribers  who  pay  their  rental  charges  six  m<Nith8  in  advance — the 
company  being  required  to  give  subscribers  fifteen  days'  notice  of  the 
date  upon  which  the  rentals  fall  due.  Re  Lynch  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  64. 

28.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  requiring  payment  annually  in 
advance  for  flat  rate  local  exchange  service  was  held  unreasonable.  Re 
Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1050. 

VI.  Discount  for  prompt  payment, 

a.  In  general. 

Different  rates  of  discount  in  favor  of  officers  and  employees  as  discrimi- 
nation, see  DiSCBIMINATION,  80. 

29.  An  electric  light  company  was  ordered  to  adopt  a  commercial 
lighting  schedule  which  provided  for  a  discount  for  prompt  payment  of 
bills,  consisting  of  the  difference  between  the  gross  and  net  rates  as 
specified  in  the  schedule.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co. 
.(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

30.  An  electric  utility  was  ordered  to  bill  all  consumers  at  a  gross 
rate,  the  difference  between  a  gross  rate  and  net  rate  of  1  cent  per 
lew.  hr.  being  allowed  to  constitute  a  discount  for  prompt  payment 
within  ten  days  of  the  date  of  bill.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  ( Wis. ) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

31.  A  rate  schedule  prescribed  by  the  Commission  for  a  municipal 
electric  plant  provided  for  a  discount  of  1  cent  per  kilowatt  hour  for 
payment  of  bills  before  the  fifteenth  of  the  month,  and  contained  the 
further  provision  that  if  bills  were  not  paid  by  the  end  of  the  month 
deposits  of  not  less  than  $2.50  should  be  required  of  such  delinquent 
consumers  to  insure  payment  of  subsequent  bills.  Re  Brodhead  Munici- 
pal Electric  Utility   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  524. 

32.  A  natural-gas  rate  schedule  was  approved,  containing  a  provision 
for  a  discount  for  prompt  payment  of  2  cents  per  1,000  cubic  feet  on 
bills  paid  on  or  before  the  10th  of  the  month  following  the  reading  of 
the  meter.    Re  Oblong  Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  598. 

33.  The  Massachusetts  Board  of  Gas  and  Electric  Light  Commission- 
ers recommended  that  a  gas  company  which  offered  no  discount  for 
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prcmpt  payment  of  bills  except  those  exceeding  $60  per  month  should 
offer  a  discount  of  not  less  than  6  cents  a  thousand  cubic  feet  of  gas 
to  all  customers  paying  their  bills  within  fifteen  days  after  the  same 
are  rendered,  as  the  practice  of  not  offering  a  discount  for  prompt  pay- 
ment appeared  to  have  caused  substantial  losses  in  bad  debts,  as  well 
as  serious  delays  in  the  collection  of  accounts,  which  losses  in  the  end 
were  borne  by  those  customers  who  met  their  bills  promptly.  Milford 
Gas  Petitions   (Mass.)   P.U.R.1915D,  778. 

34.  A  proposed  schedule  of  rates  submitted  by  a  telephone  coibpany 
providing  discounts  for  prompt  payment  of  bills  was  changed  by  the 
Commission  so  as  to  eliminate  the  discount  feature.  Re  Sabetha  Mut. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

35.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  providing  for  a  discount  of  76 
cents  per  year  where  payments  for  rural  service  are  made  one  year  in 
advance,  and  of  25  cents  per  half  year  where  payments  are  made  a  half 
year  in  advance,  the  annual  rate  for  such  service  being  $15,  was  ap- 
proved.   Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  359. 

36.  A  discount  of  26  cents  per  month  for  prompt  payment  of  bills 
for  telephone  service  was  approved  by  the  Illinois  Commission  rather 
than  a  discount  on  the  percentage  basis,  although  the  latter  is  regarded 
as  more  equitable.    Re  Forest  City  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  666. 

37.  The  following  rule  of  a  telephone  company,  that  *1i)ills  for  rental 
service  are  payable  monthly  at  the  office  of  the  company,  on  or  before 
the  15th  day  of  the  month  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  except 
that  bills  for  rural  exchange  service,  other  than  rural  switching,  may 
be  paid  quarterly  on  or  before  the  15th  day  of  the  second  month  of 
the  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and  if  so  paid  a  deduc- 
tion of  25  cents  per  month  will  be  made," — is  approved  as  appearing 
to  be  reasonable  and  just.  Re  Abingdon  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  29. 

b.  Increaae  in  rates  to  admit. 

38.  The  Arizona  Commission  refused  to  permit  a  water  company  to 
increase  rates  authorized  by  the  0)mmission  by  10  per  cent  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  discount  for  prompt  payment.  Arizona  Corp. 
CJommission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

39.  Permission  was  given  a  telephone  company  filing  its  schedule 
3f  rates,  to  add  to  each  class  of  service  for  telephone  rentals  the,  sum  of 
25  cents,  which  amount  was  ordered  to  be  deducted  from  the  telephone 
rental  to  be  paid  when  and  only  when  the  roital  rate  should  be  paid 
on  or  before  the  10th  day  of  the  current  month.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph. 
Co.  (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1915C,  731. 

40.  Permission  was  granted  a  telephone  company  to  name  a  rate  in 
its  public  schedule  of  25  cents  per  month  in  excess  of  its  regular  rates, 
on  condition  only  that  if  the  telephone  rates  were  paid  on  or  before  the 
15th  day  of  the  current  month  in  which  service  is  rendered,  a  discount 
of  25  cents  should  be  allowed.  Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  616. 

41.  To  facilitate  the  collection  of  telephone  rentals,  the  Commission 
approved  an  increase  of  26  cents  to  the  present  rates  on  condition  tiiat 
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if  the  rentals  were  paid  on  or  before  the  lOUi  day  of  the  current  month 
as  to  the  lines  in  the  village  and  quarterly  in  advance  aa  to  the  rural 
party  lines,  a  discount  of  25  cents  should  be  made  for  each  month's 
rental  Re  Cheyenne  Valley  Electric  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
932. 

VII.  Security  and  deposit. 

a.  In  general. 

Discrimination  in  rules  requiring  security  for  payment  of  service,  see 
DiSCBIMINATION,  215-224. 

42.  The  practice  of  a  sewer  company  of  demanding  a  deposit  as  a 
prerequisite  for  service  was  held  reasonable.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Xev.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  95. 

43.  Equity  to  both  the  utility  and  the  consumer  demands  a  recog- 
nition of  a  reasonable  cash  deposit  as  security  for  the  prompt  payment 
of  the  consumer's  bills.  Re  Western  United  Gas  k  Electric  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  317. 

44.  Utilities  rendering  service  at  flat  rates  may  demand  payment 
in  advance  for  the  period  at  which  bills  are  normally  rendered,  but 
cannot  demand  guaranties  or  deposits  for  service  to  be  rendered  in  the 
future.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  717. 

45.  The  practice  of  telephone  company  of  requiring  a  deposit  or 
cancelation  fee,  or  any  money,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  service,  was 
ordered  discontinued  as  unreasonable  and  unjust,  except  as  to  local 
long-distance  calls  originating  at  pay  stations.  Re  Payment  for  Teleph. 
Service  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915E,  951. 

46.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  deposit  or  properly  signed 
guaranty  will  be  required  from  parties  who  are  not  known  to  the  com- 
pany to  be  responsible  for  the  payment  of  service  charges  was  approved. 
Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  359. 

47.  A  telephone  utility  may  extend  to  its  patrons  the  convenience 
of  sending  telegrams  and  long-distance  telephone  messages  to  the  ex- 
tent of  such  deposits  as  they  may  desire  to  make,  or  without  a  deposit. 
Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915E, 
717. 

48.  The  rules  and  regulations  of  a  public  utility  setting  forth  the 
terms  and  conditions  relating  to  cash  deposits  to  be  made  by  consumers 
of  gas,  electricity,  and  steam  heat,  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  monthly  bills,  were  approved  and  the  practice  of  the 
company  with  reference  to  such  deposits  prescribed.  Re  Western  United 
Gas  k  Electric  Co.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915E,  317. 

49.  Utilities  may  demand  that  consumers  guarantee  future  bills  by 
a  cash  deposit  where  they  receive  metered  service  under  a  credit  estab- 
lished other  than  by  a  cash  deposit  and  default  in  payments,  provided 
that  service  shall  not  be  discontinued  for  failure  to  make  such  deposit 
until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  specified  in  a  notice  of  intention 
to  diseontinue  service.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  De- 
posits (CaL)  P.U.R.1916E,  717. 
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50.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  should  establish  a  reason- 
able rule  for  personal  security  or  guaranty  deposit,  since  each  consumer 
should  pay  the  amounts  he  owes  the  company  under  reasonable 
rates.    Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

51.  A  water  utility  cannot  refuse  service  to  an  applicant,  although 
the  owner  of  the  property  declines  to  be  responsible  for  payment,  where 
the  applicant  tenders  a  deposit  to  guarantee  payment  of  bills  for  a 
period  not  less  than  the  customary  billing  period  of  the  utility  and  in  no 
event  less  than  one  montii.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water  Utili- 
ties (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

52.  A  gas  company  which  accepts  the  terms  of  a  franchise  ordinance 
expressly  providing  that  a  certain  specified  rate  shall  not  be  exceeded, 
and  authorizing  the  shutting  oflf  of  gas  from  any  consumer  in  arrears 
for  a  longer  period  than  fifteen  days,  has  no  right  to  require  a  $5  de- 
posit or  to  add  a  penalty  of  6  cents  a  thousand  cubic  feet  for  nonpay- 
ment by  a  certain  time  in  the  month.  Columbus  v.  American  Gas  Co. 
P.U.R.1915F,  889  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  367,  L.R.A.1915F,  1180,  149  Pac.  402). 

63.  Upon  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  New  York  Commission,  First 
District,  an  order  was  made  requiring  certain  gas  companies  to  comply 
with  specified  rules  and  regulations  respecting  consumer's  deposits,  such 
order  to  take  eflfect  immediately,  or  on  March  22,'  1915,  and  to  continue 
in  force  until  modified  or  abrogated  by  the  Commission.  Re  Qas 
Corporations  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  811. 

54.  The  practice  of  a  telephone  company  of  requiring  applicants  for 
service  to  make  a  deposit  of  $3  to  establish  credit  with  the  company  was 
ordered  discontinued,  it  being  deemed  unreasonable  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  utility  was  rendering  service  on  an  unlimited  or  flat-rate  basis. 
Mattoon  v.  Coles  County  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  660. 

55.  An  electric  company  was  ordered  to  resume  the  delivery  of 
energy  to  a  distributing  company  which  had  refused  to  pay  a  disputed 
bill,  it  appearing  that  such  action  was  necessary  to  prevent  the  custo- 
mers of  the  latter  company  from  suflfering  considerable  loss;  but  the 
order  was  made  upon  condition  that  the  delinquent  company  give  bond 
or  other  security  sufficient  to  insure  payment  of  one  year's  power  bill. 
Tulare  County  Power  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  786. 

h.  Amount  of  deposit, 

56.  A  maximum  cash  deposit  of  $2.50  for  domestie  or  residence 
monthly  metered  service,  or,  in  the  case  of  larger  consumers,  a  deposit 
not  exceeding  the  av^^e  bill  for  twice  the  period  for  which  collections 
are  made,  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Water  Q.  E.  k  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

57.  A  company  furnishing  water  to  a  tenant  is  justified,  where  bills 
are  rendered  monthly,  to  require  a  deposit  of  a  sum  slightly  in  excess 
of  the  amount  of  one  month's  bill,  and  where  bills  are  rendered  quar- 
terly, to  require  deposit  of  a  sum  a  little  larger  than  one  quarter's 
bill.    Murphy  v.  Tintern  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  289. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 18. 
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c.  Interest  on  deposit, 

58.  Utilities  were  required  to  pay  6  per  cent  interest  on  cash  de- 
posits to  insure  payment  for  metered  service,  except  where  the  service 
is  discontinued  in  less  than  twelve  months.  Re  Water,  G.  £.  ft  T. 
Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

59.  A  telephone  utility  need  not  pay  interest  on  deposits  made  by 
patrons  to  insure  payment  of  telegrams  and  long-distance  telephone 
messages  sent  through  the  utility.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  A  T.  Utilities 
Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

60.  Water  utilities  requiring  certain  consumers  to  make  a  deposit  to 
insure  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence  to  protect  meters  must  pay 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916E,  866. 

61.  Public  utilities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  are  required  to  pay 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  upon  all  deposits  required  from  con- 
sumers for  protection  against  loss  due  to  nonpayment  of  bills.  Re 
Rate  of  Interest  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1074. 

d.  Return  or  application  of  deposit, 

62.  Prompt  payment  of  bills  for  <Hie  year  sufficiently  establishes  a 
consumer's  credit  so  that  a  cash  deposit  to  insure  metered  service  should 
be  returned  at  the  end  of  such  period.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities 
Requiring  Deposits  (CaL)   P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

63.  Upon  the  failure  of  a  consumer  who  has  made  a  cash  deposit, 
to  pay  a  bill  for  metered  service,  the  utility  may  apply  the  deposit  in 
so  far  as  necessary  to  liquidate  the  bill,  and  require  that  the  deposit 
be  restored  to  its  original  amount,  provided  that  service  shall  not  be 
discontinued  until  the  deposit  has  been  entirely  absorbed  and  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  specified  in  a  notice  of  intention  to  discontinue 
service.  Re  Water,  G.  £.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (CaL) 
P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

Vin.  Estahlishment  of  oredU. 

Rules  of  Oregon  Commission  relative  to  establishment  of  credit  and  cash 
deposits  for  telephone  service,  see  8  supra. 

64.  Utilities  may  require  an  applicant  for  metered  service  to  estab- 
lish his  credit  before  rendering  service;  and  such  credit  may  be  deemed 
established  if  the  consumer  owns  the  premises,  or  makes  a  cash  deposit, 
or  furnishes  a  guaranty  satisfactory  to  the  utility,  or  has  paid  all  bills 
of  the  utility  promptly  for  a  period  of  twelve  months  prior  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  rule.  Re  Water,  G.  £.  k  T.  Utilities  Requiring  De- 
posits (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

IX,  Liability  of  landlord  or  tenant, 

65.  The  clause  in  a  water  company's  application  for  service  which 
requires  the  customer  to  agree  that  the  real  estate  to  which  the  water  is 
supplied  shall  be  bound  and  liable  for  the  use  of  same  is  unreasonable. 
Re  Watson  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  307. 
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66.  A  water  company  may  make  such  arrangements  with  the  own- 
ers of  buildings  as  will  insure  the  prompt  payment  of  water  bills  in- 
curred by  the  tenants  of  such  buildings.  Arizona  Ck>rp.  Commission 
V.  Morend  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  625. 

67.  A  tenant  of  a  double  house  served  by  a  water  company  from  a 
single-service  pipe  at  a  flat  rate,  who,  by  the  payment  of  one  half  of 
the  annual  charge  for  the  whole  house,  has  assumed  responsibility  from 
the  date  of  payment  for  the  water  furnished  to  his  half  of  the  house, 
assumes  responsibility  for  all  the  water  furnished  to  such  portion  of 
the  house,  and  not  merely  for  one  half  of  the  water  furnished  the 
whole  building,  it  appearing  that  his  half  has  more  fixtures  than  the 
other  half.  Burdick  v.  Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJa.l916D, 
293. 

68.  A  tenant  is  not  liable  for  water  furnished  to  the  premises,  in  the 
absence  of  an  agreement  or  some  other  affirmative  act  whereby  he  aa- 
sumes  responsibility  for  such  payment,  where  the  owner,  by  agreements 
with  the  company  and  with  the  tenant,  has  assumed  responsibility 
therefor.  Burdick  v.  Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
293. 

69.  A  sewer  c<»npany  cannot  require  a  new  tenant  of  a  house  to 
pay  the  unpaid  bill. of  a  previous  occupant  as  a  condition  for  the  fur- 
nishing of  sewer  service.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah  Sewer 
&  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915F,  95. 

70.  A  customer  of  a  water  company  is  within  his  rights  in  delaying 
payment  upon  bills  on  the  ground  that  the  company  has  refused  to 
credit  to  his  account  the  amount  paid  by  him  under  protest  on  ac- 
count of  water  used  by  a  former  tenant.  Murphy  y.  Tintem  Manor 
Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  289. 

X.  Effect  on  past  delinquency. 

71.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  no  person  who  has  a  delin- 
quent account  will  be  accepted  as  a  subscriber  until  such  account  is 
paid,  was  approved.    Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJR.1915A,  930. 

72.  Telephone  companies  were  authorized  to  refuse  service  to  a  sub- 
scriber who  fails  or  refuses  to  pay  his  rental  until  such  time  as  proper 
guaranties  are  made  that  all  future  bills  will  be  paid.    Re  Telephone  Cos. 

(S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

73.  A  person  complying  with  the  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  of 
a  telephone  company  cannot  be  denied  service  on  account  of  any  past 
delinquency  in  the  payment  of  rentals.  Henton  v.  Leeds  Farmers' 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  233. 

74.  A  railroad  company  is  justified  in  refusing  to  accept  shipments  of 
freight  upon  which  the  charges  are  not  fully  prepaid,  where  an  un- 
usually large  number  of  previous  shipments  from  shipper  have  been 
refused  or  unclaimed  at  destination,  and  the  company  has  in  conse- 
quence been  put  to  considerable  inconvenience,  annoyance,  and  expense, 
and  has  been  unable  to  realize,  even  after  the  sale  of  the  articles 
shipped,  the  total  freight  and  storage  charges.  Ward  &  Co.  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1003. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


276  PAYMENT,  XI.  a. 

XI,  Enforcement  of  payment, 

a.  Discontinuance   of  service. 

Rules  of  Oregon  Commission  relative  to  discontinuance  of  telephone 
service,  see  8  supra. 

76.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that,  if  monthly  payments  are 
not  made  on  or  before  the  15th  of  each  month,  telephone  service  shall 
be  discontinued,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

76.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that,  upon  failure  to  make  ad- 
vance quarterly  payments  by  the  15th  day  of  the  first  month  of  each 
quarter,  service  shall  be  discontinued,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  930. 

77.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  payment  of  rentals  shall  be 
made  within  a  prescribed  period,  and  that  unless  payment  is  made  the 
service  may  be  denied,  is  a  regulation  of  the  permitted  character.  Re 
St.  Peter  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  350. 

78.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  amend  a  rule  so  as  to  per- 
mit the  discontinuance  of  service  for  nonpayment  of  charges  upon  forty- 
eight  hours*  notice.  Joplin  v.  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  138. 

79.  A  utility  cannot  discontinue  unmetered  service  to  consumers 
for  failure  to  make  payment  in  advance  as  required,  unless  it  gives  rea- 
sonable notice  of  intention  to  discontinue  if  payment  is  not  made.  Re 
Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

80.  The  California  Commission  refused  to  permit  water,  gas,  elec- 
tric, or  telephone  utilities  to  discontinue  service  to  consumers  by  reason 
of  nonpayment  of  bills  for  service  theretofore  delivered,  since  the  utili- 
ties can  protect  themselves  by  demanding  payment  or  the  establishment 
of  credit  in  advance  of  delivery  of  service.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T. 
Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

81.  A  utility  cannot  discontinue  metered  service  to  consumers  whose 
credit  with  the  utility  has  become  impaired  or  exhausted  by  failure  to 
pay  bills,  unless  it  gives  reasonable  notice  of  intention  to  discontinue 
if  the  credit  is  not  re-established.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

82.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  allowed  to  substitute  a  rule 
which  required  one  notice  only  to  be  mailed  to  delinquent  consumers  be- 
fore disconnecting  service,  in  place  of  its  former  rule  requiring  two  such 
notices,  on  the  ground  that  the  expense  incident  to  a  second  notice 
should  not  be  incurred.  Re  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Corp.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  525. 

83.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  providing  for  a  discontinuance 
of  service  if  payment  for  the  current  month  is  not  made  by  the  15th 
day  thereof  is  reasonable,  particularly  where  the  printed  directory 
gives  notice  that  payment  is  due  in  advance  on  the  1st  and  is  to  be 
made  prior  to  the  loth  of  the  month,  and  the  collector  makes  a  call 
prior  to  the  10th,  when  notice  is  mailed  to  the  delinquent,  inclosing  a 
bill  specifically  reminding  him  of  the  rule.  Re  Richland  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  12. 
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84.  The  practice  of  making  the  sale  of  merchandise  a  part  of  the 
bill  for  gas  and  the  refusal  to  sell  gas  to  persons  who  have  refused  or 
neglected  to  pay  for  the  merdiandise,  if  indulged  in  by  a  gas  company, 
would  be  forbidden  by  the  Commission.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
135. 

85.  A  water  company  should  not  turn  oflf  the  supply  of  water  for  an 
entire  street  to  compel  an  individual  customer  on  the  street  to  pay  bis 
water  bill.    McCammon  v.  Harkness  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  568. 

86.  A  telephone  company  furnishing  local  exchange  service  is  not 
obligated  to  connect  a  calling  patron  with  a  subscriber  who  is  in  ar- 
rears and  refuses  to  pay  for  the  service.  Crider  v.  Waters  ( Mo. )  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1044. 

87.  An  electric  company  was  ordered  to  restore  service  to  a  delin-  ' 
quent  customer,  on  condition  that  a  minimum  charge  be  paid  semi- 
annually in  advance,  where  the  service  had  been  discontinued  because 
the  customer  had  refused  to  pay  a  minimum  bill  for  the  previous  year, 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  relieved  from  his  contract  obligation  to  do 
so  by  an  act  of  €rod;  but  the  order  also  provided  that  if,  upon  suit  to 
recover  such  unpaid  minimum  charge,  the  judgment  should  be  in  favor 
of  such  customer,  such  advance  payments  should  cease.  Speciale  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  779. 

88.  A  Missouri  telephone  company  cannot  discontinue  the  service  of 
a  subscriber  on  the  ground  that  he  refuses  to  pay  an  increased  rate 
for  the  service,  where  such  rate  was  put  into  effect  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  Public  Service  law,  without  filing  a  new  schedule  with  the 
Commission  as  required  by  §  88,  paragraph  2;  since  failure  to  file  such 
schedule  continues  the  rate  charged  on  the  effective  date  of  the  law  in 
force  until  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  statute.  Crider  v. 
Waters  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1044. 

89.  A  water  company  serving  a  double  house  from  a  single-service 
pipe  at  a  fiat  rate,  has  no  right  to  shut  off  the  water  where  a  tenant 
has  assumed  responsibility  for  the  payment  for  the  water  furnished  to 
his  portion  of  the  house  by  the  payment  of  one  half  of  the  charge  for 
the  whole  house  for  one  year,  although  the  owner,  by  an  agreement 
with  the  company,  was  responsible  for  all  water  furnished  to  the  house, 
and  no  payment  had  been  made  for  the  water  furni^ed  to  the  other 
half.    Burdick  v.  Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  293. 

h.  Penalty  or  additional  charge  for  failure  to  pay  promptly. 

90.  It  would  be  unreasonable  to  allow  a  telephone  company  to  col- 
lect rentals  semiannually  in  advance,  and  to  levy  an  annual  charge  of 
$1  to  all  subscribers  failing  to  pay  within  the  time  prescribed.  Re 
Milledgeviile  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915By  664. 

91.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  providing  for  a  penalty  in  the 
form  of  an  additional  charge  to  be  levied  against  subscribers  who  fail 
to  pay  promptly  was  disapproved  by  the  Conunission.  Re  St.  Peter 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  350. 

92.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  penalty  of  10  cents  shall  be 
charged  if  bills  for  local  service  are  not  paid  by  the  20th  of  the  foUow- 
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ing  month  was  approved.    In  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  359. 

93.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  its  rates  for  local  and  rural 
service  shall  apply  when  payments  are  made  on  or  before  the  20th  of 
the  month  following  the  month  for  which  service  is  rendered,  and  that 
there  shall  be  a  penalty  of  2o  cents  per  month  for  delinquent  payments 
for  such  service,  was  approved.  In  Re^Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  359. 

94.  Flat-rate  consumers  of  electricity  were  ordered  to  be  assessed  a  10 
per  cent  penalty  for  nonpayment  of  account  within  ten  days  following 
the  date  of  MIL    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

95.  A  schedule  of  telephone  rates  for  rural  lines,  providing  a  penalty 
of  10  cents  a  month  if  not  paid  within  ten  days  after  payments  be- 
come due,  was  approved.  Re  Pukwana  Tel^h.  Co.  <S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  952. 

o.  'Interest  on  delinquent  accounts, 

96.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  denied  authority  to  charge  in- 
terest on  delinquent  accounts,  as  such  a  system  would  increase  the 
delinquent  account,  and  the  company  was  protected  by  its  power  to 
discontinue  service  for  nonpayment  as  prescribed  by  the  order  of  the 
Commission,  docket  No.  112,  May  1,  1915.  Re  Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P. 
Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  432. 

d.  Enforcement  by  means  of  prepayment  meters, 

97.  A  gas  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  its  practice  of  setting 
prepayment  meters  for  consumers  in  arrears  at  special  prices,  higher 
than  the  standard  rate,  where  such  special  charges  and  classifications, 
rules  and  regulations  relating  thereto,  had  not  b^n  filed  with  the  Com- 
mission and  published  in  accordance  with  the  public  utilities  commis- 
sion law,  although  the  consumers  had  agreed  thereto  and  were  few  in 
number.     Re  Western  United  Gas  &  Electric  O).    (111.)    P.U.R.1915A, 

1086. 

e.  Connection  and  disconnection   charges. 

98.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  disconnection  and  recon- 
nection  charge  of  50  cdnts  shall  be  made  against  all  subscribers  within 
the  municipal  area  whose  service  is  discontinued  for  failure  to  make 
prompt  payment  in  advance,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ind.)   P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

99.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  disconnection  and  recon- 
nection  charge  of  $2  shall  be  made  against  all  subscribers  outside  of 
the  municipal  area  whose  service  is  discontinued  for  failure  to  make 
prompt  payment  in  advance,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

100.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  providing  for  a  fee  of  $1  for  turn- 
ing water  off  and  on,  in  particularly  aggravating  cases  of  nonpayment 
of  bills  or  for  gross  infraction  of  the  company*s  reasonable  rules,  was 
held  reasonable  and  just.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L. 
Water  Co.*  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 
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PATMENT  nr  ADVANCE. 

See  Payment,  16-28. 

PAT  ROLL. 

As  basis  of  apportionment,  of  liability  insurance  between  electric 
and  water  department  of  ittility,  see  Apfobtionment,  33. 

PAT  STATIONS. 

For  telephones,  see  Disgbikination,  224. 
For  telephones,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  444. 

PEAK  LOAD. 

As  basis  for  establishmant  of  rates  for  electricity,  see  Raibs,  162^ 

PENALTIES. 

See  Fines  and  Penalties. 

PENITENTIART. 

Water  rates  fixed  for,  reasonableness  of,  see  Rates,  490. 

PENNSTLVANIA. 

Jurisdiction  of,  over  contract  for  joint  use  of  telephone  poles,  made 
prior  to  Public  Service  Company  law,  see  Commissions,  16. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  questions  of  corporate  capacity  and 
franchises,  see  Commissions,  50. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  seeking  reparation  on 
account  of  excessive  charges  collected  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  Public  Service  Company  law,  see  Reparation,  4. 

Provisions  of  statute  relative  to  physical  connection  of  telephones, 
see  Service,  397,  398. 

PER  GAPTTA. 

Amount  of  per  capita  consumption  of  water  denoting  waste,  see 
Water,  1. 

PERIOD. 

For  roidering  bills  for  service,  see  Payment,  11-13. 

PERISHABLE  FREIGHT. 

Operation  of  regular  trains  to  meet  special  requirements  of  shippers 
of,  see  Discrimination,  202;  Service^  34. 

PERMANENT  IMPROVEMENTS. 

See  Bkiterments. 

PERMIT. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
See  also  Franchises. 

PERSONAL  INJURIES. 

Damages  on  account  of,  as  operating  expense,  see  Return,  68-71. 
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PEBSONAIi  SURETIES. 

Validity  of  regulation  requiring  owners  of  jitney  bmsses  to  file  bond 
of  surety  company  to  the  exclusion  of  per8<mal  sureties,  see 
Automobiles,  22. 

PEBSONAI.  TAXES.  * 

See  Taxes. 

PERSONS. 

Furnishing  public  service  as  public  utilities,  see  PUBUO  UTILmBS, 

d,  15. 

PHII.ADBI.PHIA  MOONUGHT  SOHJBUUUB. 

Adopted,  see  Rates,  178. 

PHUilPPINE  ISIiANDS. 

Method  of  accounting  prescribed  by  Commission  of,  see  Aooountino. 
Method  of  carrying  depreciation  account,  see  Accounting,  5. 
Power  of  Commission  to  require  common  carriers  by  water  to  pre- 
sent annual  report  in  specified  form,  see  Commissions,  62. 

PHOTOGRAPHERS. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  272. 

PHTSICAIi  CONNECTIONS. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  earnings  of  between  telephones,  sem 
Apportionment,  76-85. 

Discrimination  by  telephone  company  in  fumi§hing,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 211-213. 

Between  telephone  companies,  see  Intercorporate  Relations,  25- 
29. 

Effect  of  refusal  to  give  upon  granting  of  permission  for  entrance 
of  field  by  another  company,  see  Mon6polt  and  Competition, 
41. 

Failure  of  hotel  to  make  accounting  to  telephone  company  as  ground 
for  vacation  of  order  requiring  company  to  make  physical  c<m- 
nection  at  hotel  with  another  company,  see  Orinbrs,  2. 

(Charges  upon  physical  connection  of  telephones,  see  Rates,  435-443. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel,  between  telephones,  see  Serv- 
ice, 29. 

Power  of  Commission  to  direct  railroad  companies  to  establish 
switch  connections,  for  the  interchange  of  freight  or  passen- 
gers, see  Service,  30. 

By  railroads  for  interchange  of  traffic,  see  Service,  219,  220. 

Telephone  service  by  means  of,  see  Service,  386-405. 

PHYSICIAN. 

Telephone  rates  for  physician's  office  located  in  residence,  see  Rates, 

397. 
Telephone  rates  where  office  is  not  located  at  residence,  see  Rates, 

398. 
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PIPE  LINES. 

Abstract  of  cases  deaKng  with  certificate  of  convenience  and  neces- 
sity for  pipe  line,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 

Declaration  by  Commission  that  pipe  line  company  is  a  common  car- 
rier as  interference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate 
Commerce,  10. 

1.  The  original  jurisdiction  over  pipe-line  companies,  conferred  upon 
the  Commission  by  the  Kansa*s  public  utilities  statute,  extends  to  all 
public  utilities  used  by  such  pipe-line  companies,  as  distributing  agen- 
cies to  convey  their  products  to  consumers.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  k  Electric 
Co.  V.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  481. 

PIPES. 

See  Mains  and  Pipes. 

PliACE. 

For  keeping  records,  see  Records,  3-5. 

PLACE  OF  OBIGnr. 

No  distinction  in  rates  on  shipments  according  to,  see  Discbimi- 
nation,  38. 

PLAINTIFF. 

Proper  party  to  bring  action  in  behalf  of  wife,  see  Parties,  3. 

PLANT  FACILITY. 

Railroad  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as  plant  facility,  as 
common  carrier,  see  Carriers,  3,  4. 

Railroad  company  not  permitted  to  exercise  franchise  rights  to 
purchase  road  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as  plant  fa- 
cility, see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  5. 

Construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  terminal  facility  at 
stockyards,  as,  see  Raixboads,  2. 

PLANTS. 

For  depreciadon  of,  see  Depreciation. 

PLATFORMS. 

Height  of  station  platform,  see  Service,  192. 
Overcrowding  of,  on  street  cars,  see  Sebvicb,  308. 

PLEADING. 

J.  Complaint,  i— ii. 
a.  In  general,  I'-^S, 
l>.  Sufficiency  of,  tf-P. 

c.  Verification  of,   10. 

d.  Amendment,  11. 
II.  Answer,   12. 

Ill,  Demurrer,  18. 
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/.  Complaint. 

a.  In  general. 

Jurisdiction  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  repairs  to  city 
bridge,  between  street  railway  and  city,  as  affected  by  tbe  prayer 
of  the  petition,  see  Apportionment,  42. 

1.  The  Commission,  in  acting  on  a  f6rmal  complaint  under  the  pub* 
lie  utilities  act,  cannot  bind  the  respondent  by  orders  covering  matters 
not  embodied  in  tbe  complaint,  in  the  absence  of  a  formal  waiver  by  the 
respondent  or  conduct  clearly  equivalent  to  an  agreement  to  submit  the 
new  and  different  questions  raised.  Vallely  v.  Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  569. 

2.  A  prayer  for  relief  contained  in  a  formal  complaint  under  the 
public  utilities  act  amounts  to  a  bill  of  particulars  and  controls  the 
scope  of  the  complaint  where  only  general  allegations  of  inadequacy  and 
insufficient  service  are  made,  but  specific  relief  is  asked  for.  Vallely 
V.  Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  669. 

3.  An  order  of  the  Commission  reducing  a  rate  between  two  local 
points  is  not  outside  the  scope  of  a  complaint  which  contained  an 
allegation  attacking  the  local  rate,  and  the  prayer,  in  addition  to  ask- 
ing for  specific  relief  by  the  establf^ment  of  through  rates,  asked  for 
such  other  and  further  order  as  the  Commission  might  deem  just  and 
reasonable  in  the  premises,  since  vrhat  the  Commission  was  authorized 
to  do  depended  rather  upon  the  facts  alleged  than  upon  the  form  of 
prayer.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public  Utilities  Commis- 
sion, P.U.R.1915D,  133  (S.  C.  268  111.  49,  108  N.  E.  729). 

4.  The  rule  that  upon  the  complainant  asking  for  increases  in  the 
rates  of  a  public  service  corporation  rests  the  burden  of  proving  the  rea- 
sonable necessity  therefor,  operates  in  and  of  itself  in  behalf  of  each 
respondent  as  a  plea  in  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint. 
Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  763. 

5.  The  Colorado  Commission  may  determine  the  reasonableness  of 
all  of  the  railroad  passenger  rates  of  the  state  under  a  single  petition, 
where  the  testimony  of  each  defendant  is  taken  separately,  since  the 
commission,  being  a  creature  of  the  legislature  with  <tefined  powers  and 
not  a  court,  may  proceed  informally,  within  reasonable  bounds.  Re 
Argentine  &  G.  P.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

h.  Sufficiency  of* 

Failure  of  complaint  to  state  cause  of  action  as  affecting  jurisdiction  of 
court,  see  Coubts,  2. 

6.  Complaints  under  the  public  utilities  act  must  state  with  sub- 
stantial accuracy  the  matter  complained  of,  although  unnecessary  techni- 
cal acctiracy  will  not  be  required.  Vallely  v.  Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  669. 

7.  General  allegations  that  a  utility  is  guilty  of  discrimination 
states  no  cause  of  action,  but  facts  must  be  pleaded  showing  the  dis* 
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crimination.*  St.  Paul  Book  &  Stationery  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co. 
P.U.R.1915D,  474  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  71,  L.Rji.— ,  — ,  153  N.  W.  262). 

8.  A  letter  from  the  attorney  for  a  village,  addressed  to  the  Com- 
mission, stating  that  he  had  been  instructed  by  the  trustees  of  the  village 
to  take  such  measures  as  might  be  necessary  to  procure  protection 
at  certain  street  crossings,  will  be  considered  sufficient  as  a  com- 
plaint where  the  railroad  company  has  complete  information  as  to  the 
grounds  of  the  complaint,  and  neither  the  statute  nor  the  rules  of  the 
Conunission  require  any  formal  pleading.  Elmira  Heights  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  308. 

9.  A  complaint  in  which  the  statutory  requirement  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  complainants  was  not  complied  with  was  held  sufficient  upon 
amendment  in  which  the  requisite  number  of  complainants  were  joined. 
Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJC.1915C, 
1017. 

o.  Verification  of, 

10.  A.  complaint  to  the  Idaho  Public  Utilities  Conunission  will  be 
dismissed  where  it  is  not  verified  as  required  by  their  rules  and  regula- 
tions.   Wiseman  v.  Rupert  Electric  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916E,  901. 

d.  Amendment. 

See  also  supra,  9. 

11.  A  pending  complaint  may  be  amended  during  the  hearing,  upon 
agreement  of  counsel  of  both  parties  interested,  so  as  to  have  a  matter 
germane  to  the  proceeding  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commis- 
sion, in  the  form  of  a  proper  petition,  the  respondent  to  the  com- 
plaint becoming  the  petitioner.  Slate  Belt  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Blue 
Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  757. 

II,  Answer. 

12.  The  Commission  will  confine  its  investigation  to  the  matter 
contained  in  the  complaint  alleging  excessive  rates,  where  the  answer, 
averring  that  the  rates  were  inadequate  and  requesting  the  Commis- 
sion to  ascertain  and  ta  adequate  rates,  was  not  in  the  form  required 
by  law  to  amount  to  an  application  to  increase  rates,  and  especially 
where  few  details  in  the  matter  of  physical  and  operating  data  were 
given.  Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
584. 

///.  Demurrer. 

13.  A  demurrer  is  not  a  proper  pleading  to  file  to  a  complaint  or  pe- 
tition before  the  Kansas  Commission.  West  t.  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph. 
Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  208. 

PIiEABUBE  BOATS. 

Abstract  of  caaea  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  APFEin>ix, 
1088. 
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PLEDGE. 

Effect  of  illegal  pledge  of  security  issues,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  28. 
Of  securities  as  issuance,  see  Sgcxtbitt  Issues,  37. 

POLES. 

Approval  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  not  required  to  contract  for 
joint  use  of,  where  contract  was  made  prior  to  Public  Servioe 
Company  law,  see  Commissions,  16. 

Distance  from  rails  on  interurban  railway,  see  iNTiotUBBAN  Rail- 
way, 2. 

Substitution  of  steel  or  iron  poles  for  wooden,  as  capital  charge^ 
see  Retubn,  40. 

Cost  of  ronoving  from  street  to  alleys,  as  operating  expense,  see  Rb- 
TUKN,  49. 

As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable 
lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 
circuits,  see  Wibes  and  Cables,  2. 

1.  A  system  of  marking  poles  maintained  or  used  by  utilities  for 
supporting  electrical  conductors  was  approved  by  the  Connecticut  Com- 
mission.   Re  System  of  Marking  Poles  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916F,  874. 

POLICE   LA'W. 

Motor  vehicle  law  as,  see  Carriers,  1. 

POLICE   POWERS. 

Review  by  court  of  legislative  exercise  of  police  powers  constituting 
an  abuse  of  discretion,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  14. 

Power  of  Public  Service  Commission  to  change  contract  rates  in 
exercise  of,  see  Constitctional  Law,  48. 

Regulation  of  rates  as  exercise  of,  see  Constitutional  Law,  65. 

POOR  PERSONS. 

Special  rate  for  benefit  of,  not  basis  for  determining  reasonableness 
of  rates  generally,  see  Rates,  243. 

POTENTIAL  EXCHANGE. 

Summer  resort  within  city  limits  not  to  be  treated  as,  see  Ratcb, 
367. 

POULTRY  FEED. 

Rates  on,  see  Discrimination,  18-22. 

POWER. 

Apportionment  as  between  street  lighting  and  commercial  power, 

see  Apportionment,  32. 
Agreement  as  to  rates  for  furnished  by  one  utility  to  another,  see 

Interoorporate  Relations,  5. 
Duty  of  electric  company  to  furnish  low  rate  for,  see  Rates,  183. 
Rates    or  electricity  for,  see  Rates,  181-184. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


POWER  CX)MPANY— PREMISES.  285 

A%  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable 
lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 
circuits,  see  Wibes  and  Cables,  2. 

POWEB  COMPANY. 

Return  to  which  Power  Company  is  ^ititled,  see  RiTUBir. 

POWEB  PIiANT  ZtQUIPMIQIT. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  77. 

POWERS. 

Of  appellate  tribunal,  see  Afpbal  and  Review,  9-37* 

Of  Commissions,  see  Commissions. 

Delegation  of,  see  Constitutional  Law,  50-62. 

Of  courts,  see  Coitbts. 

Of  municipalities,  see  Municipalities,  4-11. 

PBACTICABI.E. 

Meaning  of  word  as  used  in  Wisconsin  Statute  relative  to  the  con- 
struction of  union  station,  see  Service,  243. 

PBACnOE. 

Commission  practice  as  to  pleading,  see  Pleading. 

PBAYEB  FOB  BELIEF. 

As  limiting  complaint,  see  Pleading,  2. 

PBEOEDENT. 

Commission  in  deciding  whether  or  not  orders  should  be  made  can* 
not  consider  precedent  which  may  or  may  not  be  established  by 
the  orders,  see  Rates,  71. 

PBEFEBENOE. 

What  constitutes  undue  or  unreasonable,  as  question  of  law  or  fact, 
see  Tbial,  1. 

PBEFEBBED  STOCK. 

Effect  of  granting  authority  to  issue,  see  Ordbbs,  5,  6. 

PBEFIX. 

Of  telephones,  see  Telephones,  11. 

Power  of  Conmiission  in  respect  to  telephone  prefix,  see  TvuBPBOifBfi, 
14. 

PBELIMINABY  EXPENSES. 

Allowance  of,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  107. 

PBBMISES. 

Inspection  of  consumer's  premises  by  electric  company,  see  Service, 
178. 
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PREMIUMS. 

On  seearily  issnefl,  disposition  of,  see  SacfUBiTT  Issues,  5. 

PREPAYMENT. 

See  generally,  Payment,  16-28. 

Discrimination  in  rules  relative  to,  see  DiscsiiaNATiON,  214,  215. 

Refund  of,  see  Repabation,  16. 

Prepayment  of  bills  for  water  supply  ordered,  see  Sbkvicb,  432. 

PREPAYMENT  METERS. 

Additional  charge  for  consumers  in  arrears,  see  Payment,  97. 
Rates  of  compared  with  those  of  other  meters,  see  Rates,  221-233. 

PREPONDERANCE. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidence,  12. 

PRESCRIPTION. 

Prescriptive  right  to  take  water,  see  Wateb,  4. 
Prescriptive  right  of  flowage,  see  Water,  5. 

PRESENTATION. 

Of  claim  for  injury  to  freight,  limitation  of  time  for,  see  Railboads, 
36-18. 

PRESENT  NEEDS. 

Consideration  of  investment  in  excess  of  present  needs,  in  valuation 
proceedings,  see  Valuation,  172-178. 

PRESENT  SERVICE  EFFICIENCY. 

As  basis  of  return,  see  Retubn,  99. 

PRESENT  VALUE. 

As  basis  of  return,  see  Retubn,  99. 

As  element  to  be  considered  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  22,  24. 

PRESIDENT. 

Salary  of  president  of  corporation,  when  not  an  operating  sKpense, 

see  Retubn,  63. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  president  of  water  company  in  fixing  return, 

see  Retubn,  60. 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

See  generally  Evidence,  3-49. 

Validity  of  statute  creating,  see  Constitutional  Law,  28. 

PRIMA  FACIE. 

Validity  of  statute  making  findings  of  the  Commission  prima  facie 
evidence  in  an  action  by  a  shipper  to  recover  from  a  carrier  ^ 
damages  awarded    by    the    Commission,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  28. 
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PRIMABY  SIDE. 

Electric  rate  achedales  based  upon  measurements  of  primary  side  of 
transformers,  see  Rates,  142,  143. 

PRIOR  LAW. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  as  effected  by,  see  Commissions,  14-19. 

Validity  of  contracts  entered  into  under,  see  Discrimination,  14. 

Effect  of  eon8tructi<»i  carried  on  under,  upon  admission  of  utility 
into  occupied  territory,  see  Monopoly  and  Compbtiiion,  27. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  contracts  of  rates  made  under,  see 
Rates,  40. 

Jurisdiction  of  Pennsylvania  C<Hnmission  to  award  rqutration  on  ac- 
count of  demurrage  charges  collected  prior  to  enactment  of 
Public  Service  Company  law,  see  Rbpabation,  4. 

Security  issues  for  payment  of  services  rendered  under  contract 
executed  prior  to  public  utilities  act,  see  Seoubitt  Issues,  87. 

PRIVATE  ACTIOHS. 

Right  of  courts  to  entertain  suit  at  instance  of  individual  oonsumors 
to  enjoin  rates  which  does  not  exceed  maximum  fixed  1^  the 
proper  legislative  body,  see  Rates,  56* 

PRIVATE  RRAHCH  EXCHANGE. 

Of  telephones,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  471-473. 

PRIVATE  CARS. 

Demurrage  rules  as  applicable  to,  see  Raiiaoaob,  14. 

PRIVATE  INTERESTS. 

Consideration  of,  in  proposed  new  construction  of  street  railways, 
see  Sebvice,  284. 

PRIVATE  OWNERSHIP. 

Of  meters  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  46. 
Of  meters  generally,  see  Sebvice,  154-163.  • 

PRIVATE  PUUIT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  where  merged  with  ipublic  plants 
see  Rates,  45. 

PRIVATE  SIDINGS. 

Demurrage  rules  as  applicable  to  cars  on,  see  Railboads,  14. 

PROCEDURE. 

Abstract  of  eases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915P,  1082. 
Upon  appeal  and  review,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  39-41. 
Necessity  of  notice  and  hearing  before  granting  authority  to  increase 
rates,  see  Rates,  20. 

1.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Commission 'to  notify  telephone  com- 
panies of  proposed  extensions  by  other  companies  into  their  territory, 
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it  being   the  duty   of  the  proponent  company  to  give  the   statutory 
notice.    Re  Westboro  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  631. 

2.  Where  a  railroad  company  has  had  ample  opportunity  to  be 
heard  on  amendments  to  a  rule,  it  cannot  justly  complain  that  the 
notice  given  of  the  hearing  did  not  strictly  comply  with  the  statute. 
State  ex  rel.  Raihroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  (Fla.; 
P.U.R.1915D,  106  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  ~,  68  So.  729). 

3.  A  railroad  company,  upon  proceedings  instituted  by  the  Com- 
mission directing  it  to  show  cause  for  an  advancement  of  certain 
switching  rates,  cannot  attack  the  reasonableness  of  the  existing  rates 
which  were  voluntarily  made  by  the  respondent  company  with  the  other 
companies  interested,  since  before  such  rates  could  be  set  aside  notice 
and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  must  be  given  to  all  interested 
parties.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission 
P.U.R.1915D,  141  (S.  C.  267  111.  544,  108  N.  E.  737). 

4.  Application  for  authority  to  increase  water  rates  and  to  estab- 
lish new  rules  and  regulations  was  deferred  to  allow  sufficient  time  for 
the  consummation  of  a  proposed  sale  of  the  system  to  an  irrigation 
district  and  until  the  close  of  the  irrigation  season,  where,  if  such  sale 
should  be  made,  the  Commission  will  be  without  jurisdiction  over  the 
water  system,  except  as  to  consumers  outside  the  district,  and  the  pur- 
chase price  will  be  sufficient  to  recoup  any  losses;  and  where  a  claim 
of  compliance  with  an  order  to  increase  the  water  supply  can  be  deter- 
mined when  the  irrigation  season  is  over.  Re  Murray  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  648. 

6.  The  question  of  the  desirability  of  a  connection  between  two 
telephone  exchanges,  and  whether  as  a  question  of  law  such  connection 
may  be  ordered,  and  under  what  circumstances  and  conditions  and  sub- 
ject to  what  terms,  will  not  be  determined  by  the  South  Dakota  Com- 
mission where  it  is  not  presented  on  a  formal  record  under  a  complaint 
directly  raising  the  issue.  Cilley  v.  Kennebec  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  839. 

6.  The  electric  rates  fixed  by  the  Commission  to  be  charged  by  a 
company  in  complainant  city  were  also  made  to  apply  to  an  adjoining 
town,  where  a  stipulation  to  this  effect  was  entered  into  at  the  hearing. 
Monterey  v.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  725. 

7.  A  preliminary  objection  to  the  appearance  of  an  intervener  on 
the  grounds  that  complainant  had  not  been  served  with  a  copy  of  the 
plea  is  not  serious  where  the  plea  was  not  filed  until  after  the  hearing, 
ample  opportunity  having  been  given  to  file  briefs,  and  the  parties  hav- 
ing notified  the  Commission  subsequent  to  the  hearing  that  they  did 
not  desire  to  introduce  further  testimony.  Wisconsin  Veterans*  Home 
▼.  Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  251. 

8.  An  application  to  vacate  an  order  of  the  Commission,  and 
suspend  the  effective  date  thereof,  and  to  be  allowed  to  intervene  in  the 
cause,  will  be  dismissed  on  motion,  where  an  appeal  from  the  order  has 
been  prosecuted  to  the  common  pleas  court  and  the  cause  is  pending  in 
the  supreme  court.  New  York  Coal  Co.  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1915A,  652. 

9.  The  provisions  of  the  Illinois  public  utilities  act  with  respect  to 
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hearings  before  the  etttry  of  orders  requiring  physioal  connection  be- 
tween railroad  lines  is  not  satisfied  unless  the  parties  affected  have  had 
the  right  to  appear,  give  evidence,  and  hear  and  examine  wftnesses 
whose  testimony  is  presented  by  opposing  parties;  and  where  this  has 
not  been  done,  it  is  immaterial  that  a  party  may  have  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  introducing  evidence  at  a  preliminary  hearing,  or  that  the 
Commission  may  have  entered  its  final  order  as  a  result  of  an  investiga- 
tion which  it  caused  to  be  made.  Farmers*  Elevator  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  T. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  872  (S.  C.  266  111.  667,  107  N.  E.  841). 

PROCEEDINGS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Confinissian  to  dctennioe  legality  of  condemnation 
proceedings,  see  Cokmissions,  3d-^6« 

PROFIT. 

See  generally  Returns. 

Necessity  that  rates  be  fixed  that  every  commodity  transported  in 
intrastate  commerce  return  a  profit,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
6. 

Contract  for  construction  of  railroad  to  contain  provision  for  profits 
of  contractor,  see  Railroads,  8. 

Allowance  of  contractor's  profits  in  overhead  expenses,  see  Valua- 
tion, 118,  119,  140. 

PROFITARLENES8. 

Consideration  of  unprofitableness  of  line  upon  application  for  order 
requiring  street  car  company  to  render  adequate  service,  see 
Service,  60. 

PROFIT  AVTD  LOSS. 

Capital  losses  not  to  be  credited  to,  see  Accountino,  15. 

PROMOTER. 

Security  issues  to  pay  for  services  and  expenses  of,  see  Sscubitt 
Issues,  106,  107. 

PROMPT  PAYMENT. 

For  service  generally,  see  Payment. 

Discrimination  in  rules  relative  to  discount  for,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 219,  220. 

Discount  for,  see  Payment,  29-41. 

Right  of  consumer  to  return  of  deposit  after  making  prompt  pi^' 
ment  of  bills  for  period  of  one  year,  see  Payment,  62. 

PROPERTY. 

Bight  of  Commission  to  take  property  without  due  process,  see 

Commissions,  6. 
Franchise  as,  see  Franchise,  1. 
Fair  value  of  property  as  basis  for  computing  return  of  utility,  see 

Return,  97-113. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 19. 
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Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  for  acquisition  of,  see  Secttbitt  Is- 
sues, 54,  71-86,  91. 

Consideration  of  property  not  necessary  for  present  needs  in  valua- 
tion proceedings,  see  Valuation,  172-178. 

Allowance  in  valuation  of  property  which  has  been  sold,  see  Valua- 
tion, 202. 

PROPERTY  NOT  IK  USE. 

Lease  of,  see  Real  Estate,  1,  2. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  166-198. 

PROPERTY  NOT  OWNED  BY  UTILITY. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  199-202. 

PROPERTY  RIGHTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  disputed,  see  OoHMia- 

SIONS. 

PROPERTY  VALUES. 

Consideration   of  effect  on,  in  proposed   construction   of  raflway 

loop,  see  Seevice,  290. 
Consideration  of,  in  relocation  of  street  railway  tracks,  see  Stseet 

Railways,  12. 

PROPORTION. 

Of  stock  to  bonds,  see  Secubity  Issues,  145-150. 

PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS. 

Consideration  of  cost  of,  in  adjusting  rates,  see  Valuation,  13,  14. 

PROSPECTIVE  RENEFITS. 

Consideration  of,  in  determining  portion  which  street  railway  com- 
pany is  required  to  pay  for  constructing  bridge,  see  Appobtion- 
ment,  61. 

PROTECTION. 

Division  of  expense  of  keeping  protection  at  crossings,  see  Appob- 

tionmbnt,  68. 
At  grade  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  27-33. 

PtIBIflC. 

Right  of,  to  use  private  dock  of  railroad,  tee  RailboadS,  4. 

PURUCATION. 

Notice  by,  application  for  franchise  under  New  Jersey  act,  see 
Fbanchises,  5. 

Duty  of  railroad  company  to  publish  rules  providing  for  reserva- 
tions of  accommodations,  see  Sebvice,  271. 
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PUBUO  itUTHORITT. 

Approval  of  past  issues  of  stock  and  bonds  by,  as  conclusive  evidence 

that  security  issues  represented  legitimate  investment,  see  Evi- 

DBNCB,  48,  49. 
Transaction  by  railroad  made  under  authority  of  state  law  and  with 

express  approval  of  public  autiiority  as  mismanagement,  see 

Raiiaoads,  1. 

PUBUO  BVILDIKGS. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbiicination, 
63-66. 

PUBUO  0AI.UKO. 

What  constitutes,  see  Pubuo  Uhutibs. 

PUBUO   OONVEHIBNOE  AHD  NECESSI^TT. 

See  generally  Cebtificatb  of  Coitvbnibnce  and  Necessitt. 
Meaning  of  term  as  used  in  Wisconsin  statute  relative  to  construc- 
tion of  union  station,  see  Sebvicb,  242. 

PUBUO  GOOD. 

When  consolidation  permissible  as  for,  see  Consolidation,  Mebgeb 
AND  Sale,  21. 

1.  The  development  of  water  power  at  a  great  expense  in  an  un- 
usual manner  without  any  showing  of  the  likelihood  of  adequate  re- 
turn cannot  clearly  be  said  to  be  for  the  public  welfare.  Re  Cameron 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  472. 

2.  The  phrase  "public  good"  as  used  in  the  New  Hampshire  stat- 
ute (Laws  1913,  chap.  145,  §  13),  which  provides  that  the  Commission 
shall  approve  the  transfer  or  lease  by  one  utility  of  its  franchise, 
works,  or  system,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  another  utility,  when  and 
only  when  it  appears  that  such  transfer  or  lease  *' would  be  for  the 
public  good,"  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the  proposed  action 
must  be  one  not  forbidden  by  law,  and  that  it  must  be  a  thing  reason- 
ably to  be  permitted  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  1064  (a  C.  77 
X.  H.  639,  94  Atl.  193). 

PUBItIO   INSTITUTIONS. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  see  Discrimination,  67-76. 

PUBUO  UBRART. 

Reduced  rates  for,  see  Discrimination,  67-76. 

PUBUO  PIUkNT. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  over  private  plant  merged  with,  see^ 
Rates,  45. 

PUBUO  POUOT. 

Of  Maine,  with  reference  to  grade  erossiiigB,  see  CsoBsmos,  11. 
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Condition  in  telephone  franchise  forbidding  transfer  of  system  not 

against  public  policy,  see  MuNiciPALrnEe,  9. 
Contracts  for  unreasonably  low  rates,  as  yiolative  of,  see  Rates,  2. 
Consideration  of,  to  encourage  the  production  of  coal,   in   fixing 

rates,  see  Rates,  332. 
As  factors  to  be  considered  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  122,  123, 

156. 

PUBLIC    SERVICE. 

Acts  constituting  public  service,  see  PuBUC  Utilitiis. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  COBfMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMPANY  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 

PUBLIC  STORAGE  PLANT. 

Cold  storage  plant  as  public  utility,  see  Public  UriLmics,  23,  24. 

PUBLIC  UTILITIES. 
/.  In  general,  i— 5. 
//.  Persons  and  corporations  constituting,   S'-^S, 

a.  In  general,  6—19. 

b.  Autoniohiles  operated  as  common  carriers^  20'-22. 

c.  Cold  storage  companies,  23,  24. 

d.  Ice  companies,  2S. 

e.  Irrigation  companies,  26,  27. 

f.  Mutual  telephone  companies,  28-^0. 

g.  Natural  gas  producing  companies^  31* 
H.  Shipowners,   32. 

L  Stock  yard  companies,  33* 
j.  Transfer  companies,  34. 
1c.  Turnpike  companies,  35. 
///.  Particular  acts  constituting  public  service,  36,  37. 

I.  In  general. 

See  Accounting;  Appobtionment  ;  Commissions;  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb  and  Sale;  Depbeciation ;  Discbiminatiox;  Intercobpo- 
BATE  Relations;  Monopoly  and  Competition;  Obdebs;  Payment; 
Rates;  Repabation;  Retubn;  Secubity  Issues j  Sebvice;  Valua- 
tion. 

Policy  of  Commission  as  to  interference  in  management  of,  see  Com- 
missions, 12. 

Remedies  of  municipalities  against,  see  Municipalities,  3. 

i:  Tb«  Illinois  Public  Utility  act  does  not  define  or  create  busi- 
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nesBes  or  industries^  public  utilities  that  were  not  recognized  as  such 
before  the  act  ^as  passed,  but  merely  designates  the  classes  of  public 
utilities  that  are  to  be  held  embraced  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
and  subject  to  the  meaning  of  its  provision.  State  Public  Utilities 
Commission  v.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  119  (S.  C.  267 
111.  628,  108  N.  E.  716). 

2.  The  Wisconsin  state  policy  with  reference  to  public  utilities  has 
shifted  so  as  to  place  more  emphasis  on  the  adjustment  of  rates  than 
on  the  introduction  of  competition.  Neenah  y.  Wisconsin  Traction, 
Light,  Heat,  &,  P.  Co.  (Wts.)  P.U.R.1916A,  372. 

3.  The  application  of  a  New  York  corporation  duly  licensed  to  con- 
duct manufacturing  and  mercantile  business  in  the  state  of  Michigan 
for  permission  to  become  an  active  public  utility  and  to  carry  on,  in 
the  state  of  Michigan,  the  business  of  generating  and  distributing  elec- 
tricity for  lighting  and  power  purposes,  for  public  and  private  use,  and 
steam  heat  for  public  and  private  use,  was  granted  by  the  Michi- 
gan Commission,  the  corporation  having  applied  to  the  secretary  of 
state  for  authority  to  change  its  corporate  purposes,  and  that  official 
having  required  the  corporation  to  obtain  an  order  from  the  Commis- 
sion authorizing  and  consenting  to  the  proposed  changes.  Re  Detroit 
Edison  Co.  (Mich.)   P.U.R.1915D,  266. 

4.  A  telephone  company  is  an  entity  separate  and  distinct  from 
its  stockholders,  and  franchise  rights,  physical  property,  and  the  like 
belong  not  to  the  stockholders  as  such,  or  to  them  as  individuals,  but 
to  the  corporation.  Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

5.  A  surplus  accumulated  by  a  utility  belongs  to  it,  so  that  the 
public  cannot  deny  to  the  owners  of  the  company  the  full  enjoyment 
of  such  surplus.  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State, 
P.U.R.1915C,  1004  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  639,  94  Atl.  193). 

//.  Persons  and  corporations  constituting. 

a.  In  genet*al. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1082. 

See  AuTOMcmiLBS;  Bridges;  Carbiebs;  Coach  Companies;  Electbio- 
ITY;  Express  Companies;  Ferries;  Gas;  Heating;  Incunkd 
Planes;  Inteburban  Railways;  Irrigation;  Municipal  Plant; 
Mutual  Telephone  Companies;  Natural  Gas;  Oil;  Pipe  Lines; 
Raiiaoads;  Scenic  Railways;  Sewers;  Steamboats;  Street 
Railways;  Taxicabs;  Telegraphs;  Telephones;  Tb'ackless 
Trolley;  Transfer  Companies;  Turnpikes;  Warehouses; 
Water;  Wharves. 

6.  The  public  utility  act,  including  the  section  which  confers  on 
the  Commission  the  power  to  re<iuire  a  public  utility  to  comply  with  the 
laws  of  the  state  and  any  municipal  ordinance  relating  thereto,  and  to 
conform  to  the  duties  imposed  upon  it  thereby,  is  designed  to  apply  to 
any  corporation  operating  as  a  utility  under  a  franchise.  Glep  Rock 
V.  Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.RJ915A,  937. 

\ 
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7.  The  California  CommiBsion  has  no  authority  to  inquire  into 
the  financial  aftaira  of  other  than  public  utility^  corporations,  nor 
should  it  be  called  upon  to  trace,  by  proper  inquiry,  money  diverted 
from  a  public  utility,  nor  determine  the  full  legal  reqionsibility  there- 
for.   Re  United  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  987. 

8.  A  telephone  company  owned  by  an  individual,  operating  and 
managing  a  telephone  system  directly  for  public  use,  is  a  public  utility, 
and  as  such  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  providing  for  the  regu- 
lation of  public  utilities.  Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Steele  Teleph.  Co. 
(111.)   P.U.R.1915B,  654. 

9.  A  company  not  engaged  in  the  generation,  distribution,  and  sale 
of  electricity  for  public  use  will  not  be  required  to  report  to  the  Maine 
Commission  until  the  conditions  of  its  operation  are  changed,  or  until 
otherwise  ordered  by  the  Commission.  Re  Rumford  Falls  Power  Ca 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  666. 

10.  A  corporation  generating  electricity  for  manufacturiug  pur- 
poses, and  distributing  a  limited  amount  of  currwt  for  sale  across  a 
highway,  under  a  franchise  approved  by  the  Commission,  is  an  electrical 
corporation  within  the  definition  of  that  term  in  subdivision  13  of  §  2 
of  article  I.  of  the  public  service  commissions  law,  qualifying  it  under 
§  70  to  acquire  and  hold  all  the  stock  and  bonds  of  any  other  electrical 
corporation.  Re  Northern  New  York  Power  Corp.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
70. 

11.  A  corporation  which,  among  other  things,  is  autliorized  by 
charter  to  manufacture  electric  power  and  to  convey  it  where  it  may 
be  desired  for  use,  and  which  uses  the  public  streets  of  a  municipality 
by  virtue  of  a  franchise,  is  a  public  utility,  although  by  far  the  greater 
part  of  its  product  goes  to  a  purely  private  concern.  Re  Rhinelander 
Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  652. 

12.  A  corporation  authorized  to  construct  2  miles  of  railroad  from 
a  quarry  to  a  connection  with  a  belt-line  railroad  in  a  city,  and  used 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  passengers  to  a  ferry,  but  chiefly  to  carry 
shipments  of  rock  from  the  quarry  bunkers,  is  a  public  utility  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  California  Commission.  Re  Castro  Point  R.  & 
Terminal  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  632. 

13.  A  company  carrying  on  a  water  and  electric  business  for  the 
purpose  of  serving  its  employees  and  other  residents  of  a  town  is  a 
public  utility  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  although 
primarily  engaged  in  mining  and  milling.  Re  Commonwealth  Min. 
A  Mill.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  536. 

14.  A  water  company,  although  its  service  is  rendered  by  virtue  of 
contracts  to  furnish  water  to  lots  within  a  certain  tract  of  land,  is  a 
public  utility  under  the  laws  of  California.  Gittings  v.  Windsor  Water 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1069. 

15.  A  person  supplying  water  to  buildings  under  an  agreement  to 
furnish  a  water  supply  "for  all  the  buildings,  in  number  about  100  con- 
templated to  be  erected,  which  does  not  restrict  him  to  supply  only 
those  buildings,  is  engaged  in  a  public  service,  so  that  a  Public  Service 
Commission  may  regulate  the  rates,  although  a  plant  is  constructed  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  only  100  buildings.  Yeatman  v.  Towers, 
P.U.R.1916E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  513,  95  AtL  168). 
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16.  A  water  company  empowered  to  distribute  water  for  compensa- 
sation,  whose  articles  of  incorporation  and  by-laws  do  not  state  that 
the  water  is  to  be  distributed  to  stockholders  only,  or  limit  the  terri- 
tory to  be  served,  is  a  public  utility  within  the  constitutional  and 
statutory  provision  of  California,  although  it  does  not  own  the  water 
it  distributes,  but  acts  merely  as  the  agent  of  landowners  in  such 
distribution.    Ferrasci  v.  Empire  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  438* 

17.  A  corporation  authorized  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  water 
company  in  all  its  branches  for  the  supplying  of  certain  lands  and  the 
occupants  thereof  with  water  for  domestic  uses  or  both  is  not  a  mutual 
water  company,  but  a  public  utility,  where  only  a  portion  of  its  stock 
is  made  appurtenant  to  the  land,  and  the  control  of  the  company  is 
vested  in  outside  parties.  Re  North  Moneta  Garden  I.ands  Water  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  645. 

18.  The  Commission's  jurisdiction  over  public  utilities  extends  to 
a  corporation  authorized  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  water  company 
in  all  its  branches  for  the  supplying  of  certain  lands  and  the  occupants 
thereof  with  water  for  domestic  uses  or  both,  where  only  a  portion  of  its 
stock  is  made  appurtenant  to  the  land,  and  the  control  of  the  company 
is  vested  in  outside  parties.  Ke  North  Moneta  Garden  Lands  Water 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  645. 

19.  A  water  company  which,  among  other  things,  owns,  controls, 
and  manages  a  water  system  in  California,  which  company  is  not  or- 
ganized for  the  purpose  of  delivering  water  to  its  stockholders  or  mem- 
bers at  cost,  but  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  selling  water  for  com- 
pensation to  purchasers  of  land,  and  to  portions  of  the  public  located 
within  certain  boundaries,  which  has  held  itself  out  as  willing  to  sell 
water  to  a  certain  syndicate,  its  successors,  and  assigns,  and  which 
has  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  transmitting  water  for  sale,  rental, 
or  distribution  in  a  certain  region,  is  a  public  utility,  subject  to  tho 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  company 
requires  consumers  to  enter  into  contracts  before  rendering  service.  Los 
Molinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  v.  Coneland  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915F, 
654. 

h,  AutotnohUea  operated  as  common  carriers, 

20.  An  auto  bus  line  engaged  in  the  business  of  carrying  the  general 
public  for  compensation  over  a  regular  route  on  the  public  highways  is 
not  a  public  utility  as  the  term  is  defined  by  the  California  Public 
Utility  act,  and  is  therefore  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission, although  it  is  a  common  carrier  as  the  term  is  defined  at  com- 
mon law  and  in  §  2168  of  the  Civil  Code.  United  R.  Co.  v.  Peninsula 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1012. 

21.  A  motor  bus  line,  auto  truck  line,  or  auto  stage  line  publicly  en- 
gaged in  transporting  freight  for  hire  over  regular  routes  on  the  public 
highways,  is  not  a  public  utility  under  the  California  Public  Utilities 
act,  and  is  therefore  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission, 
although  it  is  a  common  carrier  at  common  law  and  under  §  2168  of  the 
Civil  Code.    Western  Asso.  v.  Hackett  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  997. 

22.  The  owner  of  a  number  of  automobiles  who  advertises  in  various 
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newspapers  and  through  printed  circulars  that  he  is  engaged  in  the 
business  of  transporting  passengers  by  motor  buses  over  and  along  cer- 
tain designated  streets  in  a  city,  and  has  specified  in  such  adver- 
tising the  routes  to  be  taken  by  his  motor  buses,  the  rates  of  fare  to 
be  charged,  and  a  time  sdiedule,  and  who  has  held  himself  out  to  the 
public  as  a  common  carrier  for  hire,  offering  to  transfwrt  all  pei^ 
sons  desiring  to  ride  along  the  routes  taken  by  his  motor  buses,  is  a 
common  carrier  of  persons,  and,  consequently,  a  public  utility  within 
the  meaning  of  the  public  utilities  act,  and  must  procure  a  certificate 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity  in  order  to  conduct  such  bu8inee& 
Jacksonville  R.  Co.  v.  O'Donnell  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  863. 

o.  Cold  storage  companies. 

23.  The  Illinois  Public  Utility  act  will  not  be  construed  to  exclude 
public  storage  plants,  for  the  storing  and  preserving  of  fruit,  vegetable, 
and  dairy  products,  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  on  the 
ground  that  §  10  of  the  act  provides  that  the  term  "warehouses"  as 
used  in  the  act  should  include  elevators  or  storehouses  where  "grain 
is  stored  for  a  compensation,  whether  the  property  stored  be  kept 
separate  or  not,"  where  such  a  construction  would  render  meaningless 
other  clauses  of  that  section,  providing,  among  other  things,  that  the 
term  "public  utility"  when  used  in  the  act  means  and  includes  all 
persons  of  whatsoever  kind  who  own,  control,  operate,  or  manage  any 
plant,  equipment,  or  property  for  the  storage  or  warehousing  of  goods, 
and  that  the  term  "transportation  of  property"  includes  any  service  in 
connection  with  refrigeration,  icing,  storage,  and  handling  of  the  prop- 
erty transported.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Monarch  Re- 
frigerating Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  119   (S.  C.  267  111.  528,  108  N.  E.  716). 

24.  A  company  operating  a  plant  equipped  and  used  to  produce  and 
furnish  cold  storage  for  fruit,  vegetable,  and  dairy  products,  and  de- 
voted to  the  full  limit  of  its  capacity  to  receiving,  storing,  and  pre- 
serving such  merchandise  for  all  who  see  fit  to  use  it,  is  a  public 
utility  within  the  Illinois  Public  Utility  act  (Laws  1913,  p.  460). 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  P.U.R. 
1915D,  119  (S.  C.  267  111.  528,  108  N.  E.  716). 

d.  Ice  companies. 

25.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  ice.  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

e.  Irrigation  companies. 

26.  An  irrigation  company  is  a  "common  carrier"  of  water  to  a 
limited  degree,  and  its  rates  and  charges  are  subject  to  regulation  and 
control.  McCook  Irrig.  &  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Burtless,  P.U.R.1915C, 
587  (S.  C.  —  Neb.  — ,  L.R.A.1915D,  1205,  152  X.  W.  334). 

27.  A  land  company  which  owns  and  controls  ditches  and  laterals 
for  the  conveyance  and  delivery  of  water  for  the  purpose  of  irrigating 
lands  which  it  has  sold  is  a  public  utility.  Re  Fresno  Farms  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  324. 
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/.  Mtiticol   telephone  cfmipanie^ 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  mutual  telephones  as  public  utilities, 
P.U.R.1915C,  344. 

28.  The  business  of  a  telephone  company  or  association  operating 
upon  a  mutual  basis  is  affected  with  a  public  interest.  Reading  Cent. 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  56. 

29.  A  mutual  teleplione  company,  rendering  service  to  its  members 
at  cost,  and  having  connection  with  other  telephone  companies  upon  the 
basis  of  a  mutual  exchange  of  free  service,  operates  and  manages  its 
plant  for  a  public  use  so  as  to  make  it  a  public  utility  within  §  10 
of  the  Illinois  Public  Utility  act,  where  its  franchise  to  use  the  streets 
of  the  Tillage  in  which  it  is  located  is  given  upon  express  condition  that 
no  person,  firm,  or  corporation  except  commercial  telephone  companies 
shall  be  barred  from  membership  and  from  the  service  to  be  rendered  by 
the  company;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  company  does  not  furnish 
as  complete  service  as  is  supplied  by  most  commercial  companies. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  reL  Noble  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Noble 
Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  770  (S.  C.  268  111.  411,  109  N.  E.  298). 

30.  A  telephone  exchange  constructed  outside  the  corporate  limits 
of  a  village  by  a  group  of  individuals  who  propose  to  organize  an 
association  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  business,  together  with  the 
farmer  lines  and  other  individual  lines  attached  thereto,  constitutes  a 
public  utility,  where  any  other  person  in  the  vicinity,  including  resi- 
dents of  the  village,  may,  upon  constructing  a  line  and  cbmplying  with 
the  rules  of  the  association,  attach  their  lines  to  the  exchange  or  to 
other  lines  connected  therewith,  and  where  at  least  one  of  the  lines 
attached  to  such  exchange  is  connected  with  a  commercial  line  by 
which  long-distance  service  may  be  obtained  by  any  person  connected 
with  such  line,  although  the  association  will  not  rent  telephones  to 
any  persons  not  stockholders,  and  will  make  no  charges  to  nonstock- 
holders for  the  use  of  the  lines  and  telephones,  and  will  not  operate 
with  a  view  to  making  a  profit,  but  will  meet  all  expenses  of  operation 
and  maintenance  by  an  annual  assessment  upon  the  stockholders,  and 
where  no  charge  will  be  made  for  the  transmission  over  the  lines  of  the 
association,  of  toll  messages  originating  on  its  lines,  to  points  on  the 
lines  of  commercial  companies.  Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Noble  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  336. 

g,  Xatural  gas  producing  companies. 

31.  A  natural  gas  producing  company  is  subject  to  the  same  juris- 
diction of  the  Commission  as  a  local  distributing  company  which  it  sup- 
plies, since  each  company,  in  imdertaking  the  joint  service,  assumes  a 
public  duty.  Board  of  Education  v.  Guthrie  Gaslight,  Fuel  &  Improv. 
Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  177. 

h.  Shipowners, 

32.  Shipowners  cannot  refuse  to  furnish  operating  statementA  to  the 
Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  of  the  Philippine  Islands,  on  the 
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theory  that  such  owners  are  engaged  in  private  business,  since  they  are 
common  carriers  and  by  the  public  nature  of  their  calling  are  subject 
to  public  control  for  the  common  good.  Re  Philippine  Shipowners' 
Asso.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915C,  724. 

i.  Stock  yard  companies. 

33.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  stock  yards 
companies,  and  cannot  direct  the  reconstruction  of  their  yards.  Re 
Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

j.  Transfer  companies, 

34.  The  California  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  transfer 
companies  engaged  in  carrying  baggage,  trunks,  valises,  and  parcels  for 
hire,  although  such  companies  are  common  carriers.  Atlantic  Transfer 
Co.  V.  Los  Angeles  Transfer  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  730. 

k.  Tumpfke  contpanies, 

35.  The  New  Jersey  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  rates,  tolls,  or  charges  of  a  turnpike  company  for 
the  use  of  its  road,  by  horse-drawn  vehicles,  and  it  is  immaterial  that 
the  road  i%  operated  by  a  traction  or  street  railway  company,  as  lessee. 
Bergen  County  Agri.  Soc.  v.  Bergen  Tump.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
860. 

///.  Particular   acts   cofistituting   public   service, 

36.  A  contract  of  a  street  railroad  company  to  rent  special  cars 
at  a  specified  rate  to  be  operated  over  its  road  by  a  scenic  railroad  for 
sight-seeing  purposes  is  not  a  private  contract,  but  provides  for  a  pub- 
lic service,  so  that  the  Commission  may  regulate  the  rate  to  prevent 
discrimination  against  another  scenic  railway  making  a  similar  use 
of  its  cars.  Castle  Rock  Mountain  R.  &  Park  v.  Denver  Tramway 
Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  224. 

37.  Telegraph  companies  which  buy  from  the  New  York  Stock  Ex- 
change the  right  to  furnish  stock  quotations  by  ticker  service  or  oth- 
erwise at  retail  to  subscribers  in  a  city,  which  service  cannot  be  fur- 
nished without  the  special  privilege  of  using  the  public  ways  for  the 
lines  and  cables  essential  therefor  are  engaged  in  furnisliing  and  ren- 
dering a  service  for  public  use,  and  are  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Public  Service  Commission  under  §  2,  chap.  784,  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Acts  of  1913.    Stock  Ticker  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1068. 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  LAW. 

See  Statutes. 


PUBUO  UTHJTT  COMMI88IOH. 

See  Commissions. 
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PUIXMAK  CABS. 

Seats  to  be  provided  for  passengers  in,  if  necessarj,  tee  Service, 
268. 

PUMPAOX. 

Percentage  of  lois  of  wftter  in,  denoting  hi^  etMwcy,  see  Wateb, 
2. 

PUMPING. 

Rates  for  electricity  for,  see  Rates,  185-189. 

PUMPIKO  PUkNT. 

Allowance  for  abandoned  pumping  plant  used  as  material  yard,  in 
valuation,  see  Valuation,  185. 

PUM^S. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depbeoiation,  89. 

PURCHASE. 

Of  utility  as  remedy  of  municipality,  see  Municipalities,  3. 

PURCHASE  OF  PROPERTY. 

Security  issue  for,  see  Security  Issues,  71-85,  91. 

PURCHASE  PRICE. 

As  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  63-67. 

PURCHASER. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  sale  by  water  corporation  where 

application  is  made  by  intending  purchaser,  see  Commission, 

52. 
Of  interurban  railway,  duty  to  carry  out  builder's  agreement  as  to 

service,  see  Inteeurban  Railways,  3. 
Party  to  make  application  for  approval  of  purchase  of  one  utility 

by  another,  see  Parties,  7. 

PURPOSE. 

Of  security  issues,  see  Security  Issues,  38-114. 

Right  of  water  company  to  regulate  purpose  for  which  water  is 

used,  see  Service,  443. 
Of  valuation,  see  Valuation,  89-91. 

QUAUFICATION. 

Of  witnesses,  see  Witnesses. 

QUANTITT. 

Single  bill  for  aggregate  quantity  consumed  in  different  localities, 
see  Discrimination,  42-45. 

QUARTERLY  BASIS. 

For  use  of  water  in  excess  of  minimum  allowance,  see  Rates,  486. 
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QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  FACT. 

See  Tbial,  1. 

Finding  of  trial  court  as  to  value  as  original  question  of  fact,  see 
Appeal  and  Review,  2. 

RAIUtOAD  ANB  WAREHOVSS  OOMMI8SIOH. 

See  Commissions. 

RAILROAD  COBfMISSION. 

See,  generally,  Commissions. 

Power  of  public  service  commission  to  conclude  unfinished  business 
of,  see  Commissions,  8. 

RAILROAD  EMPLOYEES. 

Telephone  service  at  residences  of,  see  Sebvic?e,  367. 

RAILROADS. 

/.  In  generalf  1^6, 
II,  Certificates  of  convenience,  7, 

III.  Construction  and  equipment,  8^12. 

IV,  Demurrage,  13,  14. 

V.  Notice  of  loss  or  injury  to  shipments,   If^lS. 

I.  In  general. 

Accounting  by,  see  Acc?ountino. 

Right  to  appeal  to  the  courts  from  order  of  the  Commissioners  denying 
an  application  to  be  relieved  from  running  daily  passenger  service 
by  installing  mixed  passenger  and  freight  service,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  5. 

Regulation  of/  as  a  judicial  question,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  14. 

Distinction  between  street  railways  and,  as  question  for  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  18. 

Apportionment  of  investment,  earnings  and  costs  of,  to  determine  pro- 
priety of  rates,  see  Apportionment,  12-20. 

Railroad  operated  by  industrial  corporation  as  common  carrier,  see 
Cakriers,  3,  4. 

-light  of  terminal  railroad  to  have  joint  rates  with  connecting  railroads, 
see  Carriers,  5. 

Consolidation  of,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  and  Sale. 

Making  of  rates  as  regulation  of  business  or  property  of,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  2. 

Order  compelling  interchange  of  traffic  between  railroad  and  interurban 
electric  railway  not  violative  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  15. 

Regulation  of  upper  berth  in  sleeping  cars  as  denying  due  process, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  18. 

Method  of  taxation  not  violative  of  equal  protection  clause,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  20. 
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Jurisdietion  ol  Commission  over  queBtion  of  damages  for  failure  of 
railroad  to  rend^  service,  see  Damages,  7. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depkbciatioit. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by,  see  Disobimination  generally,  and  particu* 
larly  130-146. 

Discrimination  in  service  on,  see  Discbimination,  200-206. 

Discrimination  in  baggage  transfer  privil^es,  see  Discbimination,  203, 
204. 

Burdoi  of  proof  that  securities  issued  without  approval  of  Commission 
were  exempt  from  its  control,  see  Evidence,  6. 

Shipment  over  two  lines  of,  as  single  haul,  see  Intebcobpobate  Rela- 
tions, 4. 

Approval  of  operating  agreement  as  to  union  passenger  station,  see 
Intebcobpobate  Relat[0I7s,  10. 

Injunction  as  proper  remedy  to  restrain  enforcement  of  orders  requiring 
operation  of  trains,  see  Injunction,  1. 

Approval  by  Commission  of  railroad  leases,  see  Leases,  1. 

Acquisition  by  railroad  company  of  road  operated  by  industrial  corpo- 
ration as  plant  facility,  see  Monopoly  an©  Competition,  6. 

Who  may  complain  of  violation  by  lumber  company  of  contract  to  per- 
mit settlers  to  make  shipments  on  spur  track,  see  Pabties,  5. 

Right  of  water  carrier  to  bring  proceedings  to  compel  railroad  to  estab- 
lish through  route  and  joint  rates,  see  Pabties,  6. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates  generally,  and  particularly  269-335. 

Procedure  for  the  establishment  of  through  route  and  joint  rates,  see 
Rates,  10. 

Duty  to  disinfect  stock  cars  and  yards,  at  its  own  cost,  see  Rates,  204. 

Refund  on  account  of  excessive  charges,  see  Repabation. 

Return  of,  see  Rbtubn  generally,  and  particularly  164,  165^ 

Security  issues  by  railroads,  see  Secubity  Issues. 

Service  by,  see  Sebvice  generally,  and  particularly  211-281. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  excursion  trains  on  railroads,  see 
Sebvice,  14. 

Duty  to  render  service  although  operated  at  a  loss,  see  Sebvice,  54-56. 

Abandonment  of  service  by,  see  Sebvice,  121-132. 

Logging  road  as  carrier,  see  Sebvice,  216-218. 

Through  route  and  joint  rates  by,  with  automobile  stage  lines,  see 
SisiviCE,  223. 

Switching  by  railroad,  see  Switching. 

Situs  of  rolling  stock  for  purpose  of  taxation,  see  Taxes  and  Taxation, 
4-8. 

Valuation  of  railroads,  see  Valuation. 

Validity  of  assessment  of  railroad  property  as  a  whole  for  purposes  of 
taxation,  see  Valuation,  90. 

See  also  Stations  and  Stops. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  generally,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1082. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.lOloF,  Appendix,  1088. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1106. 

1.  A  state  cannot  w^  diarge  a  railroad  company  with- mismanage- 
ment on  account  of  transactions  approved  both  as  to  general  policy  and. 
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specific  terms,  by  the  state  itself,  where  it  appears  that  burdensome 
leases  have  been  made  under  the  authority  of  state  law  and  with  ex- 
press approval  of  public  authorities.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  362. 

2.  The  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  tracks  and  other 
terminal  facilities  at  stockyards  for  the  receiving  and  handling  of  stock 
for  the  shipper  is  a  service  imposed  upon  railtoads  transporting  stock 
in  their  capacity  as  common  carriers,  and  is  not  a  plant  facility  of  the 
stockyards  company.  Re  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  661. 

3.  The  property  of  a  railroad  company  not  devoted  to  the  purpose 
of  giving  the  service  that  it  holds  itself  out  as  offering  is  essentially 
private  in  character  and  subject  to  its  own  control.  Ashland  v.  Minne- 
apolis, St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  519. 

4.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  required  to  permit  the  continued 
use  of  its  terminal  dock  for  purposes  other  than  giving  the  public  ac- 
cess to  its  railroad  facilities,  simply  because  the  public  had  thereto- 
fore been  allowed  the  use  of  the  dock  as  a  licensee.  Ashland  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  619. 

5.  Carriers  should  not  neglect  traffic  for  the  reason  that  regular 
rates  cannot  be  secured  owing  to  water  competition,  if  rates  can  be  se- 
cured that  will  yield  something  above  the  additional  cost  of  handling, 
and  will  not  result  in  unjust  discrimination.  Mason-Donaldson  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  149. 

6.  The  use  of  the  tracks  or  terminal  facilities  of  one  carrier  is  not 
given  to  another  carrier,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  380,  chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913, 
§  8565),  §  3,  by  an  order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  re- 
quiring a  carrier  to  desist  from  its  practice  of  refusing  to  interchange 
carload  freight  with  one  connecting  carrier  within  the  switching  limits 
of  a  city,  while  performing  such  service  in  connection  with  other 
connecting  carriers  within  such  switching  limits,  such  order  giving  the 
connecting  carrier  no  right  to  run  its  cars  over  the  terminals  of  the 
first  carrier,  or  to  use  or  occupy  that  carrier's  stations  or  depots  for 
purposes  of  its  own,  and  containing  no  requirement  that  the  connecting 
carrier  be  permitted  to  store  its  cars  in  the  other  carrier's  yards,  or 
make  use  of  that  carrier's  freight  houses  or  other  facilities.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  United  States  (U.  S.)  P.U.R.1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U. 
S.  351,  59  L.  ed.  616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370,  affirming  214  Fed.  446). 

//.  Certificates   of  convenience* 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  for  railroads, 
P.U.R.1915B,  296;  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 

7.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  was  granted  for 
the  construction  of  terminal  transportation  facilities  at  stockyards  to 
a  new  and  independent  company,  where  it  appeared  that  such  facilities 
were  greatly  needed  by  the  shippers  of  stock,  and  the  plan  proposed  by 
an  existing  terminal  company  contemplated  the  construction  of  tracks 
and  fadlitiefl  across  the  state  line  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
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Commission.     Re  Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.UJI.ldlW, 
661. 

Ill,  Construction  and  equipfnent. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  construction  and  protection  of  crossings,  see 

Appobtionment,  45-51,  57,  68. 
Burden  of  'expense  of  altering  grounded  telephone  system  to  metallic 

system  because  of  erection  of  high  voltage  signal  system,  see  Appob- 

TIONMENT,  75. 

Crossings  over,  see  Crossings. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  damages  to  telephone  company  caused 
by  construction  of  high  voltage  signal  system  along  railroad's  right 
of  way,  see  Damages,  8. 

Power  of  Commission  to  require  headlights  on  locomotives,  see  Inter- 
state COMKEBCE,  10. 

Order  limiting  expense  to  town  of  changing  a  highway  to  be  made  by 
railroad  company  as  affected  by  supplemental  order  requiring  addi- 
tional work,  see  Orders,  3. 

Corporation  authorized  to  construct  short  railroad  from  quarry  to  con- 
nect with  city  belt-line  as  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities, 
12. 

Distinction  in  character  of  duty  to  provide  roadbeds  and  tracks  and 
rolling  stock,  and  duty  to  provide  station  and  depot  agencies,  see 
Service,  212. 

Side  track  agreements,  see  Service,  273-276. 

Facilities  for  loading  and  unloading  freight,  see  Service,  279. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  construction,  change  of  location,  and 
equipment  of  railroads,  P.U.R.IOISF,  994. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  side  tracks,  P.U.R.1915£,  914. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  duty  of  railroads  to  maintain  bridge, 
P.U.R.1915C,  864. 

8.  A  contract  for  the  building  of  a  railroad  should  provide  for 
construction  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  a  specified  amount,  or  for  con- 
struction at  cost  to  the  contractor  plus  a  proper  allowance  for  con- 
tractor's profit,  rather  than  for  stated  prices  for  various  portions 
of  the  work  with  an  extra  percentage  of  profit  for  the  contractor.  Re 
California  Southern  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  311. 

9.  The  location  of  a  portion  of  a  railroad  was  approved,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  company  had  in  all  respects  complied  with  the  law  and  that 
the  new  railroad,  except  at  €he  point  of  beginning,  would  not  approach 
the  line  of  the  objecting  company  nearer  than  15  miles,  and  that  it 
would  not  run  in  the  same  general  direction.  Re  Eastern  Maine 
R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  211. 

10.  A  railroad  was  authorized  to  construct  an  industrial  spur  track 
to  a  private  warehouse,  although  adjacent  property  might  be  damaged, 
where  the  track  would  be  within  an  industrial  district  established  by  a 
city  ordinance,  is  a  necessity,  and  cannot  be  located  differently;  and 
where  the  assessed  value  of  the  property  to  be  served  is  much  greater 
than  the  adjacent  property,  and  the  injury  to  the  latter  will  not  be 
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^eriouB.     Re   San   Francis<*o-Oakland   Terminal   R.   Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R* 
1915F,  855. 

11.  Minimum  clearances  of  railroads  and  street  railways  in  future 
constiuction  and  reconstruction  in  tho  state  of  Illinois  are  governed 
by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission  prescribed  in  conference 
ruling  No.  17.     Conference  Ruling  No.  17   (111.)   P.U.R.1915B,  141. 

12.  The  Commission  will  not  require  a  railroad  company  to  change 
a  new  high  voltage  automatic  electric  signal  system,  installed  wholly 
within  its  right  of  way,  under  the  authority  of  and  of  a  type  approved 
by  the  Commission,  because  of  the  fact  that  it  seriously  interferes  with 
and  causes  injury  to  a  parallel  grounded  telephone  system.  Bangor 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  241. 

IV.  Demurrage, 

13.  Demurrage  is  a  charge  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  for  the  un- 
reasonable detention  of  cars  belonging  to  the  carriers,  or  which  are 
in  the  service  of  the  carriers  under  the  terms  of  an  agreement  with 
the  owner  either  expressed  or  implied.  Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.IOISC,  875. 

14.  Greneral  car  demurrage  rules  of  a  railroad  do  not  govern  the 
case  of  the  delivery  of  cars  to  the  owner  upon  his  own  tracks,  in  the 
absence  of  any  expressed  or  implied  agreement  putting  the  cars  in  the 
service  of  the  carriers.  Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  876. 

F.  Notice  of   loss  or   injury   to   shipments, 

15.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  will  not,  upon  the  complaint  of 
shippers  against  a  single  railroad,  pass  upon  the  justice  and  reason- 
ableness of  a  provision  in  a  bill  of  lading  requiring  claimu  for  loss, 
damage,  or  delay  to  be  made  in  writing  to  the  carrier  within  four 
months  after  the  delivery  of  the  property,  where  such  provision  is  con- 
tained in  the  uniform  bill  of  lading,  and  employed  by  all  railroad  car- 
riers engaged  in  carrying  intrastate  shipments  within  the  state,  and  no 
effective  determination  could  be  made  except  after  hearing  upon  notice 
to  all  of  the  carriers  within  the  state  engaged  in  carrying  intrastate 
shipments.  Nixon  Piano  Co.  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
297. 

16.  Railroads  operating  in  the  state  of  Louisiana  are  prohibited 
from  requiring,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery,  that  notice  of 
claim  or  filing  of  claim  for  loss,  damage, ^or  injury  to  shipment,  loss 
or  damage  in  transit,  or  while  in  the  railroad's  possession  as  a  common 
carrier,  shall  be  filed  in  a  less  period  than  two  years  from  the  date  of 
the  shipment.  Railroad  Commission  v.  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
22. 

17.  Railroads  operating  in  the  state  of  Louisiana  are  prohibited  from 
requiring,  in  their  bills  of  lading,  that  notice  of  claims  for  loss,  dam- 
age, or  injury  to  shipments  lost  or  damaged  in  transit  or  while  in  the 
railroad's  possession  as  a  common  carrier,  be  made  or  filed  within  a 
period  lees  than  two  years  from  the  date  of  shipment.  Railroad  Com- 
mission V.  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1915D,  158. 
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18.  The  time  specified  in  bills  of  lading  within  which  written  claims 
for  damages  in  connection  with  the  transportation  of  freight  between 
points  in  Texas  must  be  presented  is  fixed  at  not  less  than  six  months 
after  such  claims  shall  have  accrued.  Re  Bills  of  Lading  (Tex.)  P.UJt 
1915A,  866. 

BJLILROAD    SWITCHIKO. 

See  Switching. 


Interference  by  court  of  order  of  Commission  relative  to  the  kind 
of  rails  to  be  used  on  a  bridge  used  jointly  by  a  city  and  a 
street  railway  company,  see  Appeal  ath)  Review,  28. 

RATES. 

JL  In  ifeneralf  1—9. 
//.  Jurisdiction^  ptnvers,  and  dtfties  of  Comtnisaion,  lO^^O, 
a.  In  general f  10^2S, 
h.  As  affected  by  rate  statutes  or  franchises^  26-^0. 

c.  As  affected  by  interstate  rates,  31,  32, 

d.  As  affected  by  pouyers  of  municipalities,  33'^37. 

e.  As  affected  by  existence  of  contracts,  38^-42. 

f.  As  affected  by  character  of  utility,  43^45, 

g.  As  affected  by  character  of  service,  46—49, 

III,  Power  of  legislature,  50. 

IV,  Powers  of  municipalities,  SI— 53, 
F.  Power  of  courts,   54—59, 

VI,  Kinds  and  classes  of  rates,  eo—6S» 

a,  Minim^um,  charge,   60^^S, 

b.  Meter  rental,  64—68, 

VII.  Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness, 
69-129, 

a.  In  general,  69—85. 

b.  Readiness  to  serve,  86,  87, 

c.  Cost  of  service,  88—95, 

d.  Value  of  service,  96,  97, 

e.  Earning  power,    98,   99, 

f.  Comparison   of   rates,    100— 114* 

g.  Voluntary  rates,   115,   116, 
h.  Early  losses,  117,  118, 

i.  Unsatisfactory  service,  119, 
i.  Increased  use,  120—126. 
Ic.  Ability  of  consumer  to  pay,  127. 

I,  Purchase  by  cxmsumer  of  appliances  in  reliance  upon 
lotr  rates,  128,  129, 
VIII.  Discrimination, 
IX,  Rates  of  particular  utiUties,    180^^26, 
a.  Electricity,  130—213, 

1,  In  general,   180—141. 

2.  Methods  of  measurement,  142,  148. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 20. 
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IX.  ar— continued. 

a.  Methods  of  schedule  making^   14^^150. 
4.  Kinds  and  classes  of  rates,   157-1^7. 

(a)   Minimum    charge,    157-1575. 

(h)   Flat  or  metered  service,    158^162. 

(c)  Block  or  step  rates,    163^107, 
6,  Kinds  of  service,    108^103. 

(a)  Miscellaneous,    168^173, 

(b)  Street  lighting,    174^178. 

(c)  Domestic    and    commercial    Ughtinif,    179, 

180. 

(d)  Pouter  generally,    181^184, 

(e)  Pumping,  18&~189. 

(f)  Heating  and  cooking,    190—192, 

(g)  Standby  service,  193. 

6,  Reasonableness  of  particular  rates,  194r^l3. 

(a)  In  general,   194—199, 

(b)  Minimum  charges,  200—213. 

b.  Express,  214—217, 

c.  Gas,  218—231. 

1.  In  general,  218—220. 

2.  Prepayment  meters,  221—223. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  particular  rates,  224-231, 

d.  Heating,  232,  233, 

e.  Interurban  railway,  234—261. 

1.  In  general,  234—243, 

2.  Commutation   rates,    244—240, 

3.  Zone  rates,  247-260, 

4.  Excess  train  fares,  2&1. 

f.  Natural  gas,  252-258e, 

1.  In  general,  262— 2i^, 

2,  Classes  of  service,  258a^~2S8e. 

g.  Railroads,  269-336. 

1.  In  general,  269— 27 O, 

2,  Relation  between  interstate  and  intrastate  fares, 

271. 
a.  Excess  train  fares,  272—274. 
4.  Kinds  and  classes  of  railroads,  276—283, 
6,  Kinds  and  classes  of  service,  284—336, 

(a)  United  States  maU,  284, 

(b)  Transportation   and  storage   of   explosives, 

286. 

(c)  Reicing  cars,  286,  286a. 

(d)  Switching  charges,   287—293. 

(e)  Disinfecting  stock  cars,  294—296. 

(f)  Passenger  rates,  297—312. 

(g)  Commodity  rates,  313—336. 
H.  Sewers,  336—339. 

i.  Shipping,  340. 
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IX — continued. 

j.  Street  railtoays,  341^350, 

1,  In  general,  341^^44, 

2.  Btish  hour  rates,  346, 

3,  Transfers,  340-348. 

4,  Coupon  boolcs,   349-^62. 

5.  Zone  fares,  363—366. 
"k.  Telephones,  367—474. 

1.  In  general,  367—389. 

2.  Metallic  or  grounded  circuit,  390—392. 

3.  Magneto  or  battery  service,  393. 

4.  Btisiness  or  residence  rates,  394—404. 

6.  Party  lines,  Jt06,  406. 

6.  Locality  rates,   407,   408. 

7.  Toll  service,   409^417. 

8.  Switching  service,  418—434. 

9.  Physical  connection,   436—448. 

10.  Semi'puhlic  telephones,  444—446. 

11.  Rates  for  nonsuhscrihers,   447—460. 

12.  Short  term  service,  461. 

13.  Suspensitnt  or  cancelation  of  contract,  462,  458* 

14.  Installation  charges,   464,   466. 
16.  Moving  instruments,    466—462* 

16.  Transferring  numbers,   463. 

17.  Extension  service,   464—469. 

18.  Desk  or  wall  telephones,   470. 

19.  Private  branch  exchange,   471—478. 

20.  Delivery  charges,  474. 
I.  Warehouse,  476. 

m.  Water,  476-626. 

1.  In  general,  476—491. 

2.  Flat  or  meter  rates,  492— 600, 

3.  Minimum   charges,    601—606e* 

4.  Fire  protection,  606—616. 
6.  Yard  hydrant,  616. 

6.  Tapping  fee,  617,  618. 

7.  Charge  for  iulditional  tap,  619. 

8.  Charge  for  vacant  premises,  620. 

9.  Charge  for  turning  off  or  on,   621-624* 
lO.  Removing  or  replacing  meter,  626, 

n.  Wharf,  626. 

I.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1085. 

Making  of  rates  as  regulation  of  the  property  or  business,  see  (Insti- 
tutional Law,  2. 

Effect  of  injunction  on  statutory  rates,  see  Injunction,  2. 

Charged  by  one  utility  for  service  to  another,  see  Intebcobpobate  Rela- 
tions, 5. 
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Action  of  C<»nmi86ion  in  other  proceedings  as  determinative  of  reason- 
ableness of  rates,  see  Orders. 

Payment  of,  hj  consumers,  see  Payment. 

Rates  and  discounts  to  be  plainly  stated  in  bills  for  serrice,  see  Pay- 
ment, 15. 

Including  adjoining  town  in  proceeding  inquiring  into  reasonableness  of 
rates,  see  Procedure,  6. 

Refimd  of  excessive  charges,  see  Reparation. 

Order  fixing,  to  be  given  test  of  practical  trial  where  evidence  as  to  its 
unreasonableness  is  conflicting  or  uncertain,  see  Return,  134. 

Rates  charged  not  determinative  of  value  of  property,  see  Valuation, 
58. 

See  also  Through  Route  and  Joint  Rate^. 

1.  An  advance  of  the  rates  of  a  public  utility  may  be  made  al- 
though the  franchise  ordinance  provides,  among  other  things,  that  the 
municipality  shall  have  the  right  to  purchase  the  utility  at  specified 
times,  and  that  the  annual  rates  to  private  consumers  shall  not  exceed 
those  specified  therein,  since,  in  this  form,  the  contract  is  indetermi- 
nate and  uncertain  in  length  of  time,  so  that  the  company  is  not 
bound  to  maintain  the  rates  therein  provided  for.  Mt.  Union  v.  Mt. 
Union  Water  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1. 

2.  A  rate  contract  entered  into  between  a  public  utility  and  one 
of  its  customers  does  not  violate  public  policy  so  as  to  render  it  void 
from  the  beginning,  merely  because  the  rates  established  thereby  are 
unreasonably  low.    Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.RJ915A,  662. 

3.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  rates  for  various  services  of  a  utility, 
rates  for  a  particular  service  will  not  be  established  by  the  Missouri 
Commission  where  no  such  rates  are  in  effect  or  proposed  by  the 
utility.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  612. 

4.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  rates,  evidence  that  the  proposed  rate  is 
confiscatory  is  competent.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915C, 
25  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306). 

5.  An  increase  in  rates  is  not  contemplated  by  an  increase  in  the 
gross  rate,  where  the  net  rate  remained  the  same  and  the  gross  rate 
became  .effective  only  upon  failure  of  the  consumer  to  pay  monthly 
bills  within  a  reasonable  time.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

6.  A  corporation  snpplying  electricity  cannot  adopt  rates  nine  days 
after  the  filing  of  a  petition  for  approval  by  the  Arizona  Commission 
and  before  the  Commission  has  acted  thereon,  since  ^  2291  of  ehap.  11 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Arizona  1913,  makes  it  clear  that  public 
service  corporations  shall  not  change  any  rates  or  charges  except  after 
thirty  days*  notice  to  the  Commission  and  to  the  public.  Re  Prescott 
Gas  A  Electric  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  321. 

7.  A  complaint  for  violating  the  Public  Service  Commission  law, 
§  88,  in  not  filing  telephone  rate  schedules  with  the  Commission,  was 
dismissed  where  the  neglect  was  due  to  ignorance  of  the  requirement 
of  the  law,  and  the  schedule  was  filed  after  the  complaint  was  made. 
Crider  v.  Waters  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1044. 
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8.  The  accounts  of  a  railroad  company  which  is  both  a  holding  com- 
pany and  an  operating  company  should  be  ignored  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  its  transactions  as  a  holding  company,  and  examined  only 
so  far  as  they  relate  to  its  business  as  an  operating  company,  in  an 
investigation  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  proposed  changes  in 
ito  rates.    Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.UJR.1915B,  362. 

9.  The  Illinois  Commission  authorized  a  distributing  utility  to 
change  its  rates  for  water  and  electricity  furnished  to  its  consumers 
in  a  village  virtually  a  suburb  of  a  Wisconsin  city,  by  putting  into 
effect  the  rates  established  by  the  Wisconsin  Commission  for  the  gener- 
ating and  producing  utility  located  in  that  city.  Re  South  Beloit 
Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  327. 

//.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commission, 

a.  In  general. 

Power  of  Commission  to  repeal  or  to  declare  unconstitutional  a  statute 
forbidding  discrimination  in  telephone  rates,  see  Commissions,  33. 

Delegation  of  powers  to  Commission  to  regulate,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  52. 

10.  In  a  proceeding  under  a  complaint  alleging  that  railroad  tariffs 
do  not  contain  a  joint  through  rate  and  that  the  sum  of  the  local 
rates  is  an  imreasonable  rate,  the  Commission  may  establish  what  is  a 
reasonable  through  rate,  although  complainant  does  not  ask  that  any 
particular  rate  be  made  effective,  where  on  the  hearing  there  was 
attention  and  discussion  without  objection  given  to  the  question  of 
what  would  be  a  reasonable  rate  if  the  rate  complained  of  was  held 
unreasonable.  Cadillac  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  ▼.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.) 
?.U.R.1915F,  49. 

11.  The  Commission  will  be  careful  not  to  reduce  as  excessive  or 
imreasonable  rates  that  are  parts  of  group  systems  of  rates,  where 
such  rates  do  not  operate  to  do  injustice  to  any  point  or  to  any  shipper. 
Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  149.  ^ 

12.  It  is  the  Commission's  duty  to  require  that  published  and  filed 
tariffs  be  corrected  to  conform  to  its  rules  and  orders,  when  its 
attention  is  called  by  the  filing  of  a  complaint  to  a  violation  of  such 
lules  and  orders.  Parlm  &  O.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (La.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  460. 

13.  The  Commission,  by  merely  issuing  an  order  requiring  a  public 
utility  to  file  its  schedule  of  rates  and  charges,  does  not  in  any  way 
fix  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  the  public  utility,  although  such  order 
may  be  preliminary  to  an  order  fixing  rates.  State  Public  Utilities 
Commission  v.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  119  (S.  C.  267 
111.  628,  108  N.  E.  716). 

14.  A  Commission  cannot  consistently  withhold  an  increase  of  rates 
where  earnings  imder  rates  previously  established  by  the  Conunission 
have  decreased  to  a  considerable  extent.  Beloit  y.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  it 
E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 
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15.  The  Commission  cannot  giye  its  express  approval  of  any 
rate  unless  a  complete  investigation  by  it  shows  conclusively  that  the 
rate  is  equitable,  but  the  Commission  may,  when  circumstances  seem 
to  warrant,  allow  new  rates  filed  by  a  utility  to  become  automatically 
effective  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  date  of  appli- 
cation, as  provided  by  statute.  Re  Huachuca  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  277. 

16.  In  administering  a  statute  requiring  the  consent  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Board  of  Gas  and  Electric  Light  Commissioners  to  the  sale 
of  electricity  at  less  than  cost,  the  Board  will  not  withhold  its  con- 
sent to  such  sales  for  experimental  purposes,  where  the  management 
appears  to  be  taking  what  seems  to  be  no  more  than  a  reasonable 
business  risk,  although  the  Board  is  convinced  that  it  would  be  un- 
sound and  imwise  for  the  town  to  adopt  a  policy  of  selling  electricity 
permanently  at  a  loss.    Rowley  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  984. 

17.  The  Ohio  Commission  will  not  determine  the  reasonableness  of 
rates  for  electric  lighting  and  the  rates  the  company  was  authorised 
to  collect  from  its  consumers,  where  it  appears  that  the  controversy 
between  the  company  and  its  patrons  has  been  settled  satisfactorily  to 
all  parties,  and  the  company  has  asked  to  withdraw  its  appeal.  Re 
Sandusky  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915B,  426. 

18.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  State  Commission  to  investigate  and  de- 
termine the  reasonableness  of  proposed  changes  in  railroad  rates  in 
the  light  of  the  best  evidence  available,  where  there  is  no  exact  knowl- 
edge as  to  property  investment,  or  other  important  data.  Railroad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

19.  The  New  York  Commission,  under  §§  71  and  72  of  the  public 
service  law,  as  amended,  is  not  limited  to  fixing  a  minimum  price  on 
gas  and  electricity,  but  in  determining  the  price  may  consider  all 
facts  properly  bearing  upon  the  question,  with  due  regard,  among  other 
things,  to  a  reasonable  average  return  upon  capital  actually  expended, 
and  to  the  necessity  of  making  a  reservation  out  of  income  for  surplus 
and  contingencies.  Stadtlander  v.  New  York  Edison  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  685. 

20.  The  Arizona  Commission  is  without  power  to  grant  authority  to 
public  service  corporations  to  increase  rates,  except  upon  notice  and 
hearing.    Re  Prescott  Gas  A  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  321. 

21.  Jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of  water  rates 
and  to  regulate  and  fix  the  same  has,  by  the  Constitution  and  statutes, 
been  conferred  upon  the  State  Railway  Commission.  McCook  Irrig. 
&  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Burtless,  P.U.R.1915C,  587  (S.  C.  —  Neb.  — , 
L.R.A.1916D,  1205,  152  N.  W.  334). 

22.  The  legislature  has  delegated  to  the  Commission  the  power  to 
fix  rates  by  article  4,  §  33,  of  the  Illinois  statute  (Laws  1913,  p.  460), 
which  provides  that  every  public  utility  shall  file  its  schedule  of  rates 
and  all  rules,  regulations,  privileges,  and  contracts  that  in  any  man- 
ner afi'ect  the  rates  charged  or  to  be  charged  for  any  service,  that  the 
rates  shall  not  without  the  consent  of  the  Commission  exceed  the  rates 
in  effect  on  July  1,  1913,  and  that  nothing  in  the  section  should  prevent 
the  Commission  from  approving  or  fixing  rates  or  other  charges  or 
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dassificatioii  from  time  to  time  in  excess  of  or  less  than  those  shown 
by  the  sehedule.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Monarch  Re- 
frigerating Co.  P.UJ1.1915D,  119  (S.  C.  ^67  lU.  628,  108  N.  E.  716). 

23.  Proposed  rates  not  resulting  in  increases  may  become  eff^tive 
without  an  investigation  or  order  of  approval  of  the  Arizona  Commis- 
sion.   Re  Pacific  Qas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  715. 

24.  A  Commission  does  not  exceed  its  statutory  powers  to  reduce 
rates  only  when  found  to  be  unreasonable,  by  reducing  rates  which  it 
found  to  yield  an  unreasonably  large  return  per  annum  on  the  fair  value 
of  the  property.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R. 
I915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  162  N.  W.  887). 

26.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  complaint  by  one 
telephone  company  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  charged  by  a 
competitor,  either  under  §  60  or  §  62  of  the  public  utilities  act,— especial- 
ly where  the  complaining  company  is  not  a  patron  of  the  other.  Home 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
687. 

h.  As  affected  hy  rate  statutes  or  franchises. 

Effect  of  restriction  in  rates  in  franchise  upon  the  right  of  the  Com- 
mission to  regulate,  see  Constitutional  Law,  35. 

26.  A  statute  establishing  a  5  cent  maximum  fare  for  street  rail- 
roads does  not  prevent  the  Commission  from  fixing  a  lower  rate,  where 
the  maximum  statutory  charge  is  nnreasonable  or  unjust.  Re  Roch- 
ester (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1095. 

27.  The  New  York  Commission  is  without  power  to  permit  a  rail- 
road ccmipany  authorized  by  statute  to  charge  a  maximum  fare  of  S 
cents  per  mile  and  charging  a  maximum  fare  of  more  than  2  cents  per 
mile  to  increase  its  mileage  books  rates  from  2  cents  per  mile  to  3  cents 
per  mile,  although  its  return  from  passenger  service  may  be  inadequate, 
since  §  60  of  the  railroad  law,  commonly  known  as  the  mileage  book 
law,  which  absolutely  prohibits  the  company  from  charging  more  than 
2  cents  per  mile  for  such  books,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  public  service 
law,  and  is  not,  expressly  or  by  implication,  repealed  by  it.  Re  Ulster 
&  D.  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915E,  126. 

28.  Since  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.  v.  Con- 
ley,  67  W.  Va.  129,  67  S.  E.  613,  the  act  of  1913,  creating  the  Public 
Service  Commission,  inaugurated  a  new  system  of  regulating  public 
service  corporations,  and  that  act  must  be  read  and  interpreted  along 
with  chapter  41,  Acts  of  1907  (Code  1913,  chap.  54,  §§  71fl,  71fII  [§§ 
3020,  3021]),  and  all  other  previous  regulatory  statutes,  not  repealed 
thereby,  as  in  pari  materia  therewith,  and  as  together  constituting  the 
law  of  the  state  regulating  and  controlling  all  public  service  corpora^ 
tions.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co. 
.P.U.R.1915D,  558  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E.  714). 

29.  Chapter  41,  Acts  of  the  Legislature  1907  (Code  1913,  chap.  64, 
§§  71fl,  71fII  [§§  3020,  3021]),  limiting  railroads  to  the  rate  of  2  cents 
per  mile  for  carrying  intrastate  passengers  and  baggage,  remains  the 
paramount  law,  binding  upon  the  carrier,  until  in  the  first  instance^ 
upon   application   by  the  carrier,   or   by   someone  injuriously  affected 
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thereby,  or  upon  the  initiative  of  the  Public  Servioc  Commission,  such 
rate  has  been  investigated  by  the  Commission  and  judicially  determintd 
to  be  unreasonable  or  confiscatory  as  to  a  particular  carrier,  and  there- 
fore invalid,  and  until  then  or  until  such  law  has  been  otherwise  amend- 
ed or  lawfully  nullified,  the  Public  Service  Commission  has  jurisdic- 
tion, as  prescribed  by  the  act  creating  it,  to  compel  observance  by  a 
carrier  of  such  law.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Balti- 
more A  O.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  668  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E.  714). 

30.  The  Indiana  Public  Service  Commission  has  power  to  regulate  the 
rates  of  a  public  utility  that  has  surrendered  its  franchise,  containing  a 
fixed  rate  to  be  charged  for  services  rendered,  and  has  accepted  in  lieu 
thereof  an  indeterminate  permit  to  operate  its  plant.  Re  Peru  Heat- 
ing Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.K1916E,  602. 

c.  A8  affected  hy  interstate  rates, 

31.  The  State  Commission  has  power  to  regulate  rates  for  trans- 
portation between  two  points  within  the  state  which  is  purely  local  in 
character,  although  the  carrier  may  perform  similar  service  with  re- 
spect to  interstate  transportation.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  133  (S.  C.  268  III.  49, 
108  N.  E.  729). 

32.  The  State  Public  Service  Commission  may,  upon  complaint  of 
the  shipper,  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  of  a  purely  local  rate,  al- 
though the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  upon  the  complaint  of 
the  same  shipper,  had  refused  to  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  of  such 
local  rate,  since  it  was  a  part  of  a  through  rate  and  could  not  be 
considered  apart  from  its  relationship  to  the  through  rate  from  inter- 
state points  of  origin.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  133  (S.  C.  268  111.  49,  108  N.  E. 
729). 

d.  A8  affected  hy  powers  of  municipalities, 

33.  The  electric  rates  to  be  charged  by  a  company  in  an  incorporated 
town  may  be  fixed  by  the  Commission,  where  the  town  has  turned  over 
its  control  of  public  utilities  to  the  Commission  at  an  election.  Mont- 
erey V.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  A  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  725. 

34.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  fix  the  rates  of  a  tele- 
phone company  within  a  city  which  has  not  voted  to  confer  upon  the 
Commission  its  powers  over  public  utilities.  Home  Teleph.  A  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  687. 

36.  The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  discriminatory  rates 
of  a  telephone  company  in  a  city  which  has  not  surrendered  its  power 
over  public  utilities,  since  the  only  relief  to  be  afl"orded  would  be  an 
order  raising  or  lowering  the  rates,  and  this  the  Commission  has  no 
power  to  make;  and  the  fact  that  a  small  portion  of  the  lines  of  the 
company  extend  outside  of  the  city  is  immaterial.  Home  Teleph.  A 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915A,  687. 

36.  Section  49  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  law  conferring 
authority  to  increase  or  reduce  rates,  and  §  53  of  the  same  law,  pro- 
viding that  no  common  carrier  shall  exercise  any  franchise  or  right 
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without  first  obtaining  permission  and  approval  of  the  CommiBsion, 
will  not  be  construed  to  authorise  the  New  York  Public  Service  Com- 
mission to  grant  or  permit  an  increase  in  street  car  fares  over  those 
prescribed  by  municipal  franchises  without  the  consent  of  local  authori- 
ties, where  the  Constitution  expressly  authorizes  municipalities  to 
grant  franchises  for  the  operation  of  street  railways  upon  streets  and 
highways.    Re  New  York  &  N.  S.  Traction  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915F,  8. 

37.  The  fact  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  original  juris- 
diction over  an  electric  company  as  agent  of  a  natural  gas  company,  in 
so  far  as  it  affects  its  functions  as  a  distributor  of  natural  gas,  does 
not  give  the  Commission  original  jurisdiction  over  the  establishment  of 
rates  for  electric  light  and  power,  under  a  statute  vesting  exclusively 
in  cities  the  power  and  authority  to  regulate  all  public  utilities  situ- 
ated and  operated  wholly  or  principally  within  cities  or  principally 
operated  for  the  benefit  of  cities  or  their  people.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  V.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

e.  As  affected  hu  existence  of  contracts, 

38.  Under  the  Arizona  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  1913,  chap.  11,  §  2293, 
b),  the  Arizona  Commission  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  determining 
as  to  the  equity  of  all  the  rates  of  a  water  company  including  those 
the  subject  of  contracts  with  certain  mining  companies.  Arizona  Corp. 
Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

39.  The  California  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  a  proceeding 
to  compel  an  electric  company  to  recommence  the  delivery  of  energy 
to  another  company  upon  discontinuance  for  alleged  breach  of  contract, 
and  to  inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of  the  contract  rates.  Tulare 
County  Power  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  k  P.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
786. 

40.  It  is  not  the  general  policy  of  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission to  inquire,  of  its  own  initiative,  into  the  reasonableness  of  a  con- 
tract for  service  between  municipalities  and  telephone  companies, 
entered  into  prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  the  act  creating  the  Commis- 
sion.   Re  Tampico  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1915A,  24. 

41.  A  city  and  a  public  utility  cannot  enter  into  a  contract  whereby 
the  rates  charged  by  the  utility  of  the  city  are  fixed  for  a  period  of 
years,  since  under  the  Indiana  statute  the  rates  charged  by  a  public 
utility  are  always  subject  to  investigation  and  change  by  the  Commis- 
sion. Ex  parte  Hydro-Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
356. 

42.  Contracts  between  an  irrigation  company  and  water  users  under 
its  ditch,  providing  for  the  use  of  water  and  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  ditch,  are  entered  into  with  the  law  as  to  the  right  of  the  state 
to  regulate  rates  forming  a  part  of  the  contract,  and  such  rates  are 
subject  to  control.  McCook  Irrig.  &  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Burtlrss 
P.U.R.1915C,  587  (S.  C.  —  Neb.  —,  L.R.A.1915D,  1205,  152  N.  W.  334). 

/.  Aa  affected  hy  character  of  utility. 
Rates  for  transportation  of  passengers  and  goods  upon  the  high  seas, 

see  IlfTEHSTATB  COHHBBOE,  4. 
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Of  Missouri  Commission  over  rates  for  ice,  see  PuBUC  UTruriES,  25. 

Over  turnpike  company,  see  Public  UTiLiTiEfl,  35. 

Over  rates  charged  by  scenic  railway,  see  Pubuc  Utilities,  86. 

43.  In  holding  that  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity, 
for  the  construction  of  an  electric  plant,  is  not  required  of  a  municipal- 
ity in  Missouri,  the  Commission  stated  that  §$  68-71  of  the  Public 
Service  Commission  law  authorize  the  Commiseion  to  regulate  the  rates 
and  service  of  municipal  plants.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  v.  Pop- 
lar Bluff  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  974. 

44.  A  Public  Service  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  fix  water  rates, 
irrespective  of  whether  the  supply  is  furnished  by  a  corporation  or  an 
individual,  under  Md.  Code  Pub.  Civ.  Laws,  article  23,  §§  413  and  415, 
extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  over  all  water  companies, 
and  declaring  that  the  term  ''water  company"  includes  a  corporation  and 
a  person.  Yeatman  v.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  613,  95 
Atl.  158). 

45.  Upon  the  merger  of  a  small  water  plant  engaged  in  a  private 
service  with  large  corporations  engaged  in  a  public  service,  the  public 
character  of  the  service  extends  to  the  entire  plant,  so  that  a  Public 
Service  Commission  may  regulate  the  rates  of  the  former  private  service. 
Yeatman  v.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915E,  811  (S.  C.  126  Md.  513,  95  Atl.  158). 

g.  As  affected  hp  character  of  service. 

46.  The  Maryland  Commission,  under  the  Public  Utility  Statute 
(Code  Pub.  Civ.  Laws),  §  485  of  article  23,  and  the  amendatory  act, 
chap.  162,  of  the  Acts  of  1912,  has  full  power  to  regulate  railroad  com- 
mutation rates.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915D,  398 
(S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330).   * 

47.  The  Maryland  Commission  does  not,  by  the  establishment  of 
single-rate  railroad  fares,  exhaust  its  powers  so  as  to  prevent  it  from 
regulating  commutation  rates.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers 
P.U.R.1915D,  398  (S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330. 

48.  The  Michigan  Commission  has  authority  to  order  railroad  com- 
panies to  establish  a  joint  commodity  rate  where  no  reasonably  satis- 
factory through  route  and  joint  rate  exists.  Cadillac  Sand  &  Gravel 
Co.  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915F,  49. 

49.  The  California  Commission  has  power  to  establish  a  second 
through  route  and  joint  rate  where  the  existing  through  route  and  rate 
do  not  furnish  adequate  and  satisfactory  service  to  passengers.  Tarpey 
V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  621. 

///.  Potter  of  legislature. 

Power  of  legislature  to  prescribe  the  rates  of  carrying  vehicles  upon 
highways  or  to  delegate  such  power  to  municipalities,  see  Leqis- 

LATURE,  1. 

Power   of    legislature   to   reduce   rates   fixed   by   municipal   ordinance, 
estoppel,  see  Lbgislatube,  2. 

50.  It  is  questionable  whether  the  legislature  has  power  to  change 
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rates  of  a  street  railway  fixed  by  a  municipal  franohise  where  the 
Constitution  (N.  Y.  Conet.  art.  3,  $  18)  has  delegated  to  municipali- 
ties the  exclusive  right  to  grant  franchises  for  the  operation  of  street 
railways  upon  streets  and  highways.  Re  New  York  &  N.  S.  Traction 
Co.  {N.  Y.)  P,U.R,1915F,  8. 

IV.  Powers  of  muntdpalities. 

Certiorari  as  proper  remedy  for  municipalities  to  obtain  relief  from  an 

order  fixing  rates,  see  Certiorabi,  2,  3. 
See  also  supra,  36. 

51.  A  stipulation  in  a  municipal  franchise  limiting  the  price  to  be 
charged  for  gas  furnished  to  private  consumers  is  invalid  in  the  ab- 
sence of  express  authority  empowering  the  municipality  to  regulate 
rates.    Re  Douglas  Gas  Corp.  (Aric)  P.U.R.1915E,  1063. 

52.  The  city  council  of  the  city  of  St.  Paul  is  vested  with  authority 
to  fix  a  maximum  price  which  may  be  charged  by  defendant,  a  public 
service  corporation,  having  the  franchise  to  supply  electric  current  with- 
(in  the  city.  St.  Paul  Book  &  Stationery  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co. 
P.UJ1.1915D,  474  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  71,  L.R.A.--,  — ,  153  N.  W.  262). 

53.  The  Missouri  Commission,  in  fixing  telephone  rates  in  a  city, 
will  disregard  an  ordinance  purporting  to  regulate  such  rates  passed 
prior  to  the  statute  authorizing  cities  to  regulate  rates,  and  will  not 
determine  the  effect  of  the  failure  of  the  mayor  to  sign  the  ordinance. 
Re  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1087. 

F.  Power  of  courts, 

54.  The  jurisdicton  of  the  court  when  invoked  in  a  railroad  rate 
case  is  limited  to  determination  of  legal  questions  such  as  whether  the 
rates  are  adequate,  reasonable,  discriminatory,  or  excessive,  since  courts 
do  not  have  rate  making  powers.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  377  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

55.  While  in  a  proper  action  the  reasonableness  of  an  established 
rate  may  be  the  subject  of  judicial  investigation  and  adjudication, 
courts  are  without  authority  to  fix  by  injunction,  or  otherwise,  rates  for 
public  service  corporations.  St.  Paul  Book  &  Stationery  Co.  v.  St. 
Paul  Gaslight  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  474  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  71,  L.R.A.— ,  — , 
153N.  W.  262). 

56.  For  practical  reasons  courts  ought  not  to  entertain  suits  at  the 
instance  of  individual  consumers  to  enjoin  a  public  service  corporation 
from  placing  in  eflfect  a  schedule  of  rates  which  does  not  exceed  the 
maximum  fixed  by  the  proper  legislative  body.  St.  Paul  Book  & 
Stationery  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  474  (S.  C.  130 
Minn.  71,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  163  N.  W.  262). 

57.  The  question  whether  railroad  passenger  or  freight  rates  pre- 
scribed by  statute  are  reasonable  or  unreasonable  and  confiscatory  is  a 
judicial  question,  exclusively  for  determination  by  the  courts.  State 
v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.UJ1.1915D,  797  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  144, 
L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  N.  W.  320). 

58.  Until  the  Public  Service  Commission,  pursuant  to  the  authority 


Digitized  by 


Google 


316  RATES,  VI.  a. 

conferred  upon  it  by  said  act,  has  investigated  and  determined  that  a 
particular  rate  complained  of  is  unreasonable  and  invalid  as  to  a  par- 
ticular carrier,  the  courts  cannot  interfere  by  Injunctive  process,  or 
otherwise,  to  stay  the  hand  of  the  Commission  in  the  performance  of  its 
proper  duties  and  functions.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  558  (S.  C.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85 
S.  E.  714). 

59.  The  Federal  court  of  the  district  of  Minnesota  had  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  brought  by  the  stockholders  of  the  various  railroads  of  the 
state  to  test  the  validity  of  chapter  97  of  the  laws  of  1907  (Gen.  Stat. 
1913,  §§  4288,  4289),  known  as  the  2-cent  fare  law,  and  authority  and 
jurisdiction  by  injimction  to  restrain  such  companies,  their  agents 
and  officers,  from  putting  in  force,  during  the  pendency  of  the  action, 
the  rate  prescribed  by  that  statute.  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  797  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  144,  L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  N.  W. 
320). 

VI.  Kinds  and  classes  of  rates. 

a.  Minimum   charge, 

60.  A  customer  occupying  premises  for  a  period  of  one  month  or 
more  should  not  be  charged  a  minimum  bill  in  excess  of  the  minimum 
bill  effective  as  part  of  the  regular  rate  schedule.  Schwartz  v.  Pacific 
Gas.  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  279. 

61.  The  expense  of  being  ready  to  serve,  interest  on  investment, 
and  the  equipment  devoted  to  the  particular  class  of  service  which  must 
be  maintained  whether  any  current  is  actually  used  or  not,  must  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  the  justness  and  equity  of  minimum  rates  for 
electricity.  J.  I.  Case  Plow  Works  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  183. 

62.  A  reasonable  minimum  monthly  bill  for  electric  lighting  to  con- 
sumers who  use  little  or  no  current  in  any  one  month  is  justifiable,  and 
such  charge  should  be  based  on  the  average  cost  of  serving,  the  con- 
sumers paying  the  minimum  bill.  Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1916A,  956. 

62a.  A  minimum  charge  is  for  the  purpose  of  taking  care  of  those 
continuous  fixed  charges  which  accrue  to  the  plant  because  of  the  facili- 
.ties  devoted  to  the  use  of  the  particular  consumer,  such  as  meters,  trans- 
formers, meter  reading,  and  collections.  J.  I.  Case  Plow  Works  v. 
Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  183. 

62b.  The  minimum  charge  covers  certain  items  in  the  operating  ex- 
penses of  electric  plants  which  bear  little  or  no  relation  to  the  current 
sold,  such  as  the  expense  of  reading  and  maintaining  meters,  delivering 
bills,  and  carrying  customers'  accounts;  and  when  no  minimum  charge 
is  made,  the  rates  are  therefore  in  a  sense  discriminatory.  Re  Lady- 
smith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

63.  A  meter  rental  charge  of  25  cents  a  month  in  addition  to  the 
regular  cliarge  for  electricity  furnished  was  ordered  discontinued  and 
a  minimum  bill  to  cover  the  consumer  cost  was  substituted  therefor 
by  the  Commission  upon  the  ground  that  public  utilities  ure  required 
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to  fumbh  such  equipment;  tha  interest  on  tbia  investment  being  cov- 
ered by  the  general  return  on  the  investment  allowed,  a  minimum  bill 
being  allowable  to  protect  the  utility  from  an  inadequate  remuner- 
ation from  the  small  consumer.  Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  584. 

h.  Meter  rental, 

64.  An  electric  light  company  was  ordered  to  substitute  a  provision 
in  its  commercial  lighting  schedule  for  a  minimum*  charge  of  75  cents 
per  month  in  lieu  of  a  provision  for  a  meter  rental  of  23  cents  per 
month.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
1. 

65.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  schedule  of 
electric  light  and  power  rates,  it  was  held  that  meter  rentals  should  be 
discontinued  where  customers  did  not  own  their  own  meters.  Re  Bur- 
lington Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117. 

60.  A  charge  of  an  electric  company  for  meter  rent  is  unreasonable 
and  imlawful,  where  the  meters  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  invest- 
ment of  the  company  on  which  it  is  entitled  to  a  return,  since  this  would 
amount  to  a  double  return  upon  this  item  of  investment.  Meek 
V.  Consumers  E.  L.  A  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

67.  A  meter  rental  was  abolished  as  being  of  doubtful  legality.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

68.  A  regulation  of  a  city  operating  a  municipal  water  plant,  which 
requires  consumers  to  pay  rental  for  meters  when  furnished  by  the 
city,  is  unjust  and  imreasonable.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
561. 

VII.  Factors   to   he  considered  in   determining  reatsonahlenras^ 

a.  In  general. 

Factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reajsonablenesa  of  rates  of  a 
distributing  company  controlled  by  owners  of  producing  company, 
see  Retttbn,  96. 

69.  The  reasonableness  of  rates  cannot  be  entirely  determined  from 
earnings  following  an  increase  of  rates,  occasioning  fjiome  degree  of 
dissatisfaction  among  patrons,  and  under  depressed  bnedness  condi- 
tions.   Re  Macon  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Ga.)   P.U.R.1915E,  648. 

70.  The  Commission  in  passing  on  a  proposed  rate  increase  by  an 
electric  utility  will  not  accept  as  conclusive  or  binding  on  it  the  con- 
tract price  paid  for  ourrent  furnished  by  another  utility  owned  by  sub^ 
siantially  the  same  interests,  particularly  where  the  utility  is  the  larg- 
est customer  and  is  charged  higher  prices  than  other  customers.  Re 
Macon  R.  k  Light  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1916E,  648. 

71.  The  OommiAsion,  in  deciding  whether  or  not  a  rate  is  reason- 
aUe,  cannot  be  influenced  by  any  consideration  ot  the  precedent  which 
may  or  may  not  he  eetablished  by  its  order.  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Bell  Tel^h.  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U*R.1915D,  276. 

71a.  Rates  should  not  be  fixed  so  as  to  yield  a  specified  I'eturn  where 
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the  resulting  rates  would  be  above  the  value  of  the  service,  and  would 
be,  in  and  of  themselves,  unreasonably  high,  since  the  effect  would  be 
to  decrease  consumption  to  such  extent  that  the  utility  would  derive 
less  revenue  than  from  existing  lower  rates.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  856. 

72.  The  fact  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  *a  municipality  to  fix  fran- 
chise rates  for  electricity  high  enough  to'  cover  losses  from  operations 
of  a  street  railway,  is  immaterial  on  the  question  whether  the  Com- 
mission should  treajt  the  electric  and  railway  properties  both  operated 
by  the  same  company  as  one  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  elec- 
tric rates.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
481. 

73.  The  Commission,  in  forming  its  opinion  as  to  whether  a  chal- 
lenged rate  is  imreasonable,  may  take  into  consideration  all  matters 
necessary  to  that  determination  in  each  particular  case  as  presented  by 
the  evidence,  although  some  of  such  matters  must  also  be  considered  in  a 
case  where  the  Commission  has  the  further  duty  of  fixing  a  lower 
rate  to  be  charged  as  a  maximum  in  the  future.  Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

74.  The  existence  of  a  large  floating  indebtedness  incurred  without 
regulation  by  a  street  railway  company,  applying  for  authority  to  in- 
crease its  fares,  makes  it  essential  to  scrutinize  its  capital  expenditures 
with  great  care,  even  though  all  outstanding  stocks  and  bonds  were 
issued  under  public  supervision.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Masb.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

75.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  ferry  rates,  the  fact  that 
a  large  part  of  the  patronage  is  due  to  the  fact  that  liquor  is  sold  in 
one  county,  and  not  sold  in  another,  and  that  the  entire  state  is  soon 
to  become  dry,  should  not  be  taken  into  consideration,  but  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Commission  should  be  based  upon  present  operating  con- 
ditions. Twin  Falls  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Shoshone  &  T.  F. 
Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  660. 

76.  In  determining  whether  a  commodity  rate  superseding  a  non- 
compensatory rate  is  unreasonably  high,  the  amount  of  the  increase 
can  be  satisfactorily  and  conclusively  shown  only  by  computing  the 
new  earnings  on  all  the  traflic  in  the  commodity  and  comparing  such 
earnings  with  those  based  on  the  noncompensatory  rate,  and  not  by 
comparing  rates  between  selected  points  or  by  making  use  of  an  esti- 
mated revenue  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  total  earnings  of  the  com- 
modity.   Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)P.U.R.1916F,  190. 

77.  Up<m  the  application  of  a  telephone  company  for  permission  to 
change  its  rates  to  eliminate  discrimination  as  to  stockholders,  and 
to  increase  its  revenues,  the  Commisison  will  not  consider  the  effect  of 
the  proposed  rates  upon  the  revenues  of  a  competing  company.  Re 
Calhoun  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915C,  93. 

78.  The  reasonableness  of  the  rates  of  a  water  company  must  be 
determined  independently  of  the  question  whether  losses  of  the  principal 
owners  of  the  company  have  been  recouped  from  the  resulting  enhance- 
ment of  the  value  of  other  real  estate  owned  by  them.  Re  Reynolds 
(Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  892. 
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79.  Merely  because  an  electric  light  and  power  company  has  two 
rates  on  file  one  of  which  gives  a  lower  per  unit  charge  for  certain  classes 
of  business  than  does  the  other,  the  assumption,  is  not  warranted  that 
either  rate  is  reasonable  for  all  classes  of  business,  since  the  reasonable- 
ness of  any  rate  for  any  class  of  service  must  be  tested  according  to  the 
principles  laid  down  by  the  Commission,  the  most  vital  of  which  are 
that  the  utility  shall  receive  an  adequate  return  upon  its  property,  and 
the  consumer  shall  receive  service  at  a  reasonable  price.  Neenah  v.  Wis- 
consin Traction,  Light,  Heat,  A  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

80.  The  establishment  of  a  schedule  of  public  service  rates  sufficient 
to  yield  a  reasonable  retiurn  on  the  investment,  regardless  of  the  market- 
ability of  the  supply,  is  a  delicate  and  difficult  task,  and  should  be 
limited  by  a  reasonable  maximum  based  upon  the  facts  of  the  particular 
case.     Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.   (Wis.)   P.r.R.1915A,  652. 

81.  While  under  the  Massachusetts  law,  capital  honestly  and  prudent- 
ly invested  must,  under  normal  conditions,  be  taken  as  the  controlling 
factor  in  fixing  the  basis  for  computing  fair  and  reasonable  rates,  this 
rule  cannot  be  applied  when  the  capitalization  of  a  railroad  company 
has  been  issued  without  supervision  in  Massachusetts,  or  elsewhere,  as 
in  such  a  case  it  cannot  afford  important  evidence  in  determining  the 
honest  and  prudent  investment,  which  must  then  be  ascertained  as 
best  it  may  from  all  the  evidence  available.  Railroad  Passenger  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

82.  Broadly  stated,  rates  should  be  so  fixed  as  to  yield  to  a  rail- 
road corporation  economically  and  efficiently  managed,  revenues  ade- 
quate to  meet  its  operating  expenses  and  fixed  charges  and  to  yield 
a  fair  return  upon  the  capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested,  rates 
which  are  either  too  low  or  too  high,  judged  by  this  standard,  being 
imjust  or  unreasonable,  cither  to  the  company  and  its  stockholders, 
or  to  the  traveling  public.  Railroad  Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

83.  Rates  should  be  so  fixed  as  to  allow  to  a  utility  economically 
and  efficiently  managed,  revenues  adequate  to  meet  its  operating  ex- 
penses and  fixed  charges,  and  to  allow  a  fair  return  upon  the  capital 
honestly  and  prudently  invested;  and  rates  which  are  either  too  low  or 
too  high,  judged  by  this  standard,  are  unjust  and  unreasonable  either 
to  the  utility  or  to  the  public.  Re  Gassaway  Development  Co.  ( W.  Va. ) 
P.U.R.1915D,  551. 

84.  A  rate  is  "unreasonable,  unjust,  oppressive,  and  unlawful,"  as 
against  the  carrier,  if  it  does  not  fairly  compensate  the  carrier  for  its 
services.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D, 
377  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

85.  A  public  service  company  exercising  an  exclusive  privilege 
^ould  charge  such  prices  as  will  make  its  supply  available  to  as  large 
a  portion  of  the  public  as  is  consistent  with  its  right  to  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  service  rendered.  Natick  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  655. 

5.  Readiness  to  serve, 

86.  In  determining  a  proper  rate  schedule,  consideration  should  be 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


320  RATES,    Vll.   c. 

given  to  the  fact  that  an  electric  plant  must  always  have  a  certain 
amount  of  equipment  ready  to  serve  a  consumer,  and  that  the  larger 
the  consumer,  the  more  equipment  is  necessary.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

87.  In  fixing  the  rates  to  be  charged  for  fire  hydrants  for  cities,  con- 
sideration must  be  taken  of  the  fact  that  the  size  of  main  and  water 
facilities  must  at  all  times  be  kept  adequate  for  fire  purposes  in  order 
to  be  ready  when  the  demand  comes.  Corona  v.  Corona  City  Water  Co. 
(CaL)  P.U.R.1015A,  782. 

o.  Cost  of  service. 
Cost  to  produce  commodity  as  determinative  of  rate,  see  Return,  92. 

88.  The  only  just  and  equitable  charge  that  any  utility  can  make 
is  one  based  on  cost  of  service.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
661. 

89.  Rates  to  be  equitable  must  represent  as  nearly  as  possible  the 
cost  of  serving  each  consumer.  Arizona  Corp.  Commisaion  v.  Morenci 
Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  625. 

90.  The  cost  of  the  service,  and  not  the  value  thereof  to  the  public, 
is  the  proper  criterion  by  which  to  test  the  reasonableness  of  rates 
charged  by  a  utility  which  constitutes  a  natural  and  necessary  monop- 
oly. Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192 
(S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

91.  The  legitimate  cost  of  rendering  the  service  is  one  of  the  ele- 
ments which  must  be  considered  in  any  inquiry  as  to  what  is  a  just 
and  reasonable  charge  for  transportation  service.  Re  Class  "P"  Rates 
(Ga.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1075. 

92.  The  cost  of  service  represents  the  most  important  and  in  many 
cases  the  fairest  basis  for  fixing  rates,  but  this  basis  cannot  in  all 
cases  be  inflexibly  applied,  owing  to  the  economic  necessity  of  mov* 
ing  certain  traffic  which  could  not  be  handled  at  all  except  at  a 
relatively  low  rate.  Railroad  Passenger  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  362. 

93.  The  power  customers  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company 
should  have  their  rates  increased  where  it  appears  that  they  are  not 
paying  their  proper  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  service.  Re  Burling- 
ton Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117. 

94.  The  Wisconsin  Commission,  in  making  a  preliminary  analysis  in 
a  rate  case,  takes  into  account  every  possible  detail  without  regard  to 
the  ultimate  schedule  to  be  determined,  the  aim  being  the  determination 
of  the  true  cost  of  operation.  Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

95.  The  reported  cost  for  generating  electricity  is  acceptable  8or 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  charged 
therefor,  where  it  appears  to  be  less  than  the  average  cost  of  similar 
plants.  Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  A  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  584. 
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d.  Value  of  service. 

96.  Upon  the  question  of  what  rates  shall  be  permitted  to  be  charged 
by  a  public  utility,  the  issue  is  one  of  a  fair  return  for  the  service  ren- 
dered, not  ot  a  fair  dividend  on  the  capital  of  the  corporation.  Graf- 
ton County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  ▼.  State,  P.U.R.1915C.  1064  (S.  C. 
77  N.  H.  539,  94  Atl.  193). 

97.  A  water  company  was  not  permitted  to  establish  a  base  rate 
of  35  cents  per  thousand  gallons  for  water  service  where  such  rate 
was  sought  to  be  charged  without  reference  to  the  cost  and  exceeded  the 
value  of  the  service  as  compared  with  rates  charged  by  other  com- 
panies.   Be  Bound  Brook  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 

«.  Earning  power. 

Small  return  as  a  whole  not  groimd  for  excessive  charge  for  a  particular 

service,  see  Return,  126,  127. 
Distinction  between  unreasonably  low  and  confiscatory  rates,  see  Rs- 

TUBN,  130-133. 

98.  The  normal  earning  power  of  a  public  service  corporation,  so  far 
as  it  can  be  ascertained,  should  in  general  be  the  controlling  basis  in 
adjusting  rates.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
411. 

99.  Net  earning  power  is  one  of  the  most  important  elements  to  be 
considered  in  ascertaining  whether  rates  of  fare  are  reasonable  or 
otherwise.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D, 
192  (8.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

./.  Comparison  of  rates, 

100.  The  fact  that  other  companies  charge  rates  as  high  or  higher 
than  those  complained  of  is  of  little  weiglit  upon  the  question  of  reason- 
ableness, unless  the  conditions  are  analogous.  Re  Reynolds  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  892. 

101.  The  mere  fact  that  a  former  commodity  railroad  rate  was  lower 
than  the  present  charge  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  declaring  the 
existing  rate  unreasonable.  Hodges  Bros.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Kan.)    P.U.R.1915A,  1008. 

102.  In  determining  whether  the  rates  of  a  utility  are  reasonable, 
comparison  with  other  rates  are  not  regarded  as  strong  evidence,  and 
should  not  be  considered  except  between  utilities  of  the  same  kind  and 
character,  and  then  only  when  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  ^ 
similar.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co. 
(Nev.)   P.U.R.1915F,  95. 

103.  In  the  absence  of  testimony  showing  a  similarity  of  conditions, 
a  length  of  time  sufficient  to  test  the  effect  of  a  proposed  advance  in 
wood-pulp  rates,  the  compensation  produced  by  them  as  compared 
with  the  outlay,  and  other  important  facts,  it  would  be  unsafe  to  rest 
a  decision  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  such  rates  upon  a  comparison  with 
the   rates  upon   the   same   commodity   in   otlier   jurisdictions.     West 

P.U.R.  Dig.--21. 
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Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v.  Penneylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
11. 

104.  Comparison  of  railroad  rates,  to  be  of  importance,  must  show 
that  transportation  conditions  are  similar,  and  the  California  Commis- 
sion will  not  base  an  order  on  mere  rate  comparieont  taken  from  tar- 
iffs, even  though  such  tariffs  are  in  file  with  it,  unless  tt  be  fully  ad- 
vised of  the  circumstances  and  conditions  surrounding  the  rates  offered 
in  comparison.  Steiger  Terra  Cott*  A  Pottery  Works  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915C,  601. 

105.  A  comparison  of  the  rates  of  one  railroad  with  those  of  another 
railroad  or  with  other  rates  of  the  same  railroad,  for  transporting 
identical  commodities  for  similar  or  greater  distances,  is  not  controlling 
evidence  that  the  rates  complained  of  are  unreasonable,  unjust,  or  ex- 
cessive, where  it  appears  that  they  apply  to  a  service  rendered  between 
points  on  a  branch  line  operated  under  peculiar  conditions.  Carnegie 
Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

106.  The  Commission  refused  to  reduce  the  rates  of  a  railroad  on 
forest  products,  where  it  appeared  that  such  rates  were  not  excessive  as 
compared  with  rates  on  other  lines  operating  under  practically  the  same 
conditions,  and  where  its  business  was  carried  on  at  a  loss.  Homing  v. 
Big  Falls  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  826. 

107.  Street  railway  fare-zone  rates  will  not  be  declared  unjust  and 
discriminatory  because  in  excess  of  the  rates  charged  for  like  distances 
on  other  lines,  where  there  is  nothing  to  show  the  reason  for  the  differ- 
ence in  rates,  and  where  it  appears  that  the  return  upon  the  investment 
from  the  shorter  zone  fares  is  not  imreasonable.  Nutting  v.  Public 
Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915C,  171. 

108.  Evidence  as  to  the  rates  charged  for  water  in  a  large  number 
of  cities  is  of  little  value  on  the  question  of  reasonableness  of  the  rates 
of  a  particular  company,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  as  to  similarity 
of  conditions.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenwor^  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water 
Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

109.  Comparison  of  rates  furnishes  an  unreliable  test  of  reasonable- 
ness, where  the  nature  of  the  product  is  different,  as  in  the  case  of  ar- 
tificial and  natural  gas,  and  where  the  conditions  governing  the  pro- 
duction and  distribution  are  not  the  same.  Raab  v.  Southern  Counties 
Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  320. 

110.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule  of  ferry  rates, 
comparison  with  the  rates  charged  by  other  ferry  companies  is  of  little 
or  no  value  where  the  conditions  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  are  operated  are  different.  Twin  Falls  Commercial  CJlub  v.  Great 
Shoshone  &  T.  P.  Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  660. 

*  111.  Rates  for  telephone  and  toll  service  that  are  not  in  excess  of,  or 
are  less  than,  rates  for  similar  service  at  other  points  within  the  state, 
were  held  not  excessive.  Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Moun- 
Uin  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  M.)   P.U.R.1915F,  625. 

112.  In  comparing  the  fares  of  an  electric  railway  with  those  fixed 
by  the  (Ik>mmi86ion  for  another  company,  consideration  must  be  given 
to  the  fact  that  the  first  company  has. 20  per  cent  greater  operating 
expenses,  and  that  it  has  greater  taxes  and  fixed  charges  per  paasen- 
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ger  mile  m  the  result  of  not  being  constructed  on  a  private  right  of 
vray  and  having  a  higher  grade  of  construction  and  service.  Tualatin 
Valley  Transp.  Asao.  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.IL1915F,  809. 

113.  The  validity  of  a  particular  commodity  rate  ia  not  affected  by 
the  fact  that  it  ia  lower  than  the  body  of  ratea  generally,  or  that  the 
net  return  ia  not  ao  much  aa  that  under  which  other  commodities  move, 
provided  the  rate  ia  not  unreasonably  low.  Be  Lignite  Coal  Rates 
(N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190. 

113a.  A  carrier  cannot  show  that  a  rate  for  transporting  coal  ia  mot 
unreaaonably  high  by  merely  aelecting  a  diviaion  of  ita  road  with  which 
to  make  investigationa  and  comparisons  with  a  prior  noncompensatory 
rate,  although  the  product  of  the  largest  mine  and  the  heaviest  ton- 
nage move  over  such  diviaion.  Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  190. 

114.  The  North  Dakota  Commiasion  eatabliahed  an  intrastate  ached- 
ule  of  ratea  for  the  tranaportation  of  coal  as  compensatory  to  carriers, 
which  was  estimated  to  produce  earnings  which  would  create  an 
operating  ratio  of  expenses  and  taxes  of  85  per  cent  of  gross  earnings 
for  both  local  and  joint  hauls,  where  the  results  of  operation  under 
atatutory  rates,  which  had  been  adjudged  noncompensatory,  as  com- 
pared with  theoretical  operations  under  increased  prior  ratea  which  had 
been  restored,  indicated  that  the  latter  were  unreasonably  high.  Re 
Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190. 

g.  Voluntary  rates, 

115.  It  ia  proper  for  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  in  establishing 
coal  rates  between  Pittsburg,  Kansas,  and  Concordia,  Kansas,  on  purely 
intrastate  transportation,  to  use  the  voluntary  intermediate  rates  estab- 
lished and  loni^  maintained  by  the  carriers  as  a  basis  for  Axing  such 
ratea.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  UtUitiea  Conuniasion,  P.U.R.1915D^ 
377  (S.  C.  95  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

116.  Although  tables  of  comparative  freight  ratea  may  ahow  that  an 
intrastate  coal  rate  fixed  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  extreme- 
ly low,  they  cannot  be  held  to  prove  that  the  rate  complained  of  is  un- 
profitable when  the  same  intrastate  rates 'on  the  same  commodity  have 
been  voluntarily  established  and  long  maintained  by  the  carriers  in 
other  portions  of  the  state.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915D,  377  (S.  C.  95  Kan.  604,  148  Pac.  667). 

ht  Early  losses, 

117.  The  fact  that  no  dividends  were  paid  during  the  first  thirty-five 
years  of  a  gas  company's  life  is  not  a  substantial  ground  for  the  main- 
tenance of  existing  prices,  complained  of  as  unreasonably  high,  where,, 
owing  to  the  lack  of  time  and  intervening  changes  of  management,  it  ia 
impossible  to  determine  whether  failure  to  obtain  a  fair  return  was 
due  to  lack  of  good  management  or  to  sojpie  attribute  in  the  venture 
itaelf,  and  where,  even  if  there  was  no  mismanagement,  it  is  hardly 
to  be  assumed  that  purchasers  of  the  stock  of  auch  a  company  would 
have  considered  the  poaaible  right  to  be  reimburaed  for  the  lack  of  divi- 
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dends  in  past  years  as  a  material  element  of  value.    Marlborough  Qas 
Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916D,  781. 

118.  Although  a  gas  company  is  concededly  entitled  to  a  return  on  the 
original  cost  of  all  of  the  property  now  actively  and  necessarily  em- 
ployed for  the  public  convenience,  and  although  the  investment  so  repre- 
sented should  be  kept  good,  the  management  should  not  attempt  to 
shoulder  upon  the  public  the  full  burden  of  such  past  losses  and  im- 
prudences as  it  has  inherited.  Marlborough  Gas  Petitions  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  781. 


I.  Unsatisfactory  service. 

119.  A  coach  company,  operating  as  a  public  carrier,  was  refused  an 
application  for  an  increase  in  its  rates,  although  it  appeared  that  its 
gross  revenue  was  not  sufficient  to  take  care  of  the  operating  expenses 
and  the  taxes,  where  the  service  was  poor,  and  the  schedules  filed  with 
the  Commission  by  the  company  were  not  being  regularly  maintained, 
and  these  conditions  had  been  repeatedly  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  company.    Re  Metropolitan  Coach  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916D,  740. 


$.  Increased  use, 

120.  Upon  a  proposal  to  increase  water  rates,  consideration  was  given 
to  the  possibility  that  with  a  proper  rate  a  considerably  larger  number 
of  consumers  might  be  obtained  than  that  which  the  company  had  taken 
as  the  basis  of  its  estimates.  Potee  v.  Brooklyn  &  C.  B.  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  42. 

121.  Two  connecting  railroads  were  ordered  to  substitute  a  reduced 
joint  rate  schedule  for  the  joint  rates  in  force  between  certain  points  on 
their  lines,  on  the  ground  that  the  rates  in  effect  seemed  higher  than  the 
character  and  volume  of  business  called  for,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
greater  expansion  which  would  follow  a  moderate  reduction  would  bene- 
fit the  carriers  as  well  as  the  communities.  John  H.  Allen  Seed  Co. 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  352. 

122.  A  railroad  was  ordered  to  substitute  a  local  rate  schedule  foi 
the  local  rates  charged  between  shipping  and  receiving  points  on  its  line 
on  the  ground  that  the  rates  in  effect  seemed  higher  than  the  character 
and  volume  of  business  called  for,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  greater  ex- 
pansion which  would  follow  a  moderate  reduction  would  benefit  the 
carriers  as  well  as  the  communities.  John  H.  Allen  Seed  Co.  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  352. 

123.  A  reduction  of  the  rates  of  a  water  company  will  not  be  ordjered 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  their  present  unreasonableness,  on  the  mere 
possibility  that  an  increase  in  patronage  will  render  them  unreasonable 
in  the  future.    Re  Reynolds  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  892. 

124.  The  Commission  is  not  justified  in  ordering  a  reduction  of  fares 
of  a  street  railway  company  from  5  cents  to  3  cents  during  rush  hours, 
on  the  speculation  that  an  assumed  reduction  in  revenue  resulting  there- 
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from  amounting  tq  20  per  cent  of  the  present  yearly  revenue  from  oper- 
ation, and  to  2  per  cent  on  the  agreed  valuation,  would  be  made  up  by 
an  increase  in  traffic,  owing  to  lower  fares.  Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1095. 

125.  In  computing  the  proper  rate  for  gas,  it  is  proper  to  consider 
that  near-future  sales  will  be  increased  as  the  result  of  the  natural 
growth  of  the  city  and  a  reduction  in  rates,  and  that  the  distribution 
system  is  capable  of  delivering  the  increase  with  practically  no  expen- 
diture for  extcBsioBs  and  with  but  little  increase  in  distribution,  com- 
mercial, and  general  expenses.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  C!ounty  Oaa  &  £. 
Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1916F,  236. 

126.  A  reduction  in  the  rates  of  a  gas  company  was  ordered  although 
the  present  rates  were  yielding  an  inadequate  return,  it  appearing  to 
the  GommiMion  from  a  comparison  of  the  rates  charged  in  otiier  cities 
that  the  present  rates  of  the  company  were  so  unreasonably  high  as  to 
be  the  cause  of  the  insufficient  return,  and  that  a  reduction  would  ea> 
able  the  company  to  increase  its  sales  and  better  utilize  the  productive 
capacity  of  its  plant.  Columbia  v.  Watts  Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  921. 

Ic  AbiUiy  of  etm^umer  to  pay. 

127.  Upon  a  proposal  to  increase  water  rates,  consideration  was  given 
to  evidence  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  community  to  be  served  were 
mostly  manual  laborers  earning  small  salaries,  who  could  not  afford  to 
take  water  at  the  advanced  rates.  Potee  v.  B)*ookIyn  &  C.  B.  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  42. 


I.  Purchase  by  consmtner  of  appliances  in  reliance  upon  low 

nUes. 

128.  In  considering  an  application  of  a  natural  gas  company  for  an 
increase  in  its  rates,  the  California  Commission  should  give  due  con- 
sideration to  the  fact  that  such  rates  were  voluntarily  established,  and 
that,  apparently  relying  upon  the  company's  ability  to  grant  and  will- 
ingness to  continue  such  rate,  a  relatively  large  number  of  patrons  have 
purchased  appliances  and  made  other  material  expenditures  incidental 
to  obtaining  such  gas  service.  Re  Southern  Counties  Gras  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

129.  A  natural  gas  company,  after  inducing  a  school  district  to  dis- 
continue coal  burners  and  to  put  in  gas  burners  at  great  expense,  will 
not  be  allowed  to  disregard  contract  rates  and  to  establish  higher  rates^ 
where  it  appears  to  the  Commission  that  the  contract  rates  are  not 
discriminatory,  and  will  not  materially  reduce  the  revenues  of  the  com- 
pany. Board  of  Education  v.  Guthrie  Gas  Light,  Fuel,  &  Improv.  Co. 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  177. 

VIII*  Discrimination, 

Discrimination  as  to,  see  Discbimination,  III* 
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JX.  Bates  of  particular  tUUUief* 
a.  Electricity. 

X,  In  general. 

Abetract  of  casee  dealing  with  rates  for  electricity,  P.U.R.1915F,  924, 
1086. 

130.  Electric  rates  should  be  so  designed  that  the  number  of  hours  a 
day  a  consumer  uses  his  installation,  whether  for  a  loaig  or  a  short 
period,  will  determine  whether  he  shall  reoeive  a  relatively  low  rate 
or  not.    Be  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1060. 

131.  An  electric  power  rate  schedule  was  approved  which  granted  the 
consumer  the  option  of  combining  power  of  less  than  3  horse  power  and 
lighting  at  lighting  rates,  or  of  requiring  separate  power  and  lighting 
meters  at  the  rates  applicable  thereto.  Monterey  y.  Coast  Valleys  Gas 
^  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  726. 

132.  An  electric  lig^t  company  which  was  giving  dusk  to  midnight 
service  only  was  ordered  to  establish  dusk  to  dawn  service  at  rates 
approximately  those  then  in  force,  where  it  appeared  that  its  rates 
should  be  reduced  if  dusk  to  midBight  service  were  continued,  that  its 
existing  rates  were  sufificient  to  provide  for  dusk  to  dawn  service,  and 
that  a  material  increase  in  rates  would  be  required  for  continuous 
service,  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  the  consumers  preferred 
all  night  service  at  existing  rates  to  the  existing  service  at  lower 
rates  or  to  continuous  service  at  higher  rates,  and  that  convenience 
only,  rather  than  necessity,  required  continuous  service.  Charlesworth 
V.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

133.  A  reduction  in  the  rates  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company 
was  ordered  where  it  appeared  that,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  its  assets 
showed  no  margin  over  its  liabilities,  and  that  it  had  nevertheless  been 
borrowing  money  for  renewals  and  repairs,  and  changing  its  system 
from  two  to  three  phase,  it  had  at  the  same  time  been  distributing  large 
dividends,  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  its  rat«8,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  large  dividends  and  high  management  costs,  imposed  on 
the  consumers  the  full  burden  of  an  unfavorable  contract  under  which 
the  company  purchased  its  electricity.  Milford  Electric  Petitions 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  677. 

134.  A  provision  in  an  electric  rate  schedule  of  an  electric  company 
calling  for  "special  rates  for  power  on  contract  basis,"  being  neither 
a  schedule  nor  a  filing  of  power  rates,  the  company  was  directed  to 
file  all  rates  for  electric  service  in  definite  form  and  to  cease  making 
contract  rates  for  power.  Mexico  v.  Mexico  Power  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  908. 

135.  An  electric  company  will  be  restrained  from  raising  its  rates 
for  power  where  it  appears  that  the  status  of  the  company's  business 
has  not  changed  materially  since  a  6  per  cent  dividend  waa  declared, 
and  the  company  failed  to  show  that  current  for  power  was  furnished 
at  a  loss  under  the  old  rates.  Elliott  v.  Big  Spring  Electric  Co.  (Pa.). 
P.U.R.1915D,  20. 
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136.  A  consumer  of  electricity  is  entitled  to  service  upon  any  of  the 
schedules  died  with  the  Illinois  Commission,  within  the  definition  of 
which  his  service  falls.  State  Public  Utilities  CJommission  ex  rel.  Wood- 
lawn  Farm  Co.  v.  IlHnois  Northern  UtilHies  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
783. 

137.  It  was  found  to  be  expedient,  if  not  absolutely  the  most  scien- 
tific procedure,  to  make  the  rates  alike  for  several  towns  served  by  an 
electric  utility,  where  the  conditions  in  the  towns  were  changing  in 
such  a  way  as  to  unbalance  any  fixed  estimate  of  revenues  and  ex- 
penses, although  the  total  amounts  could  be  apportioned.  Harris  v. 
South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

138.  A  power  company  which  showed  that  its  gross  income  was  only 
5.3  per  cent  on  the  cost  new  and  2.8  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  physical 
property  plus  an  allowance  for  water-power  rights,  working  capital,  and 
going  value,  but  which  did  not  demonstrate  the  marketability  of  its 
product  at  higher  rates,  was  authorized,  through  negotiations  with  its 
customers,  to  make  a  new  schedule  of  charges  not  to  exceed  a  maximum 
specified  by  the  Commission.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  652. 

139.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  directed  to  place  in  effect  for 
the  cities  of  Monterey  and  Pacific  Grove  the  schedule  of  electric  rates  es- 
tablished in  a  former  proceeding  for  the  city  of  Salinas,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  entire  valuation,  operating  expense,  depreciation,  and  in- 
come of  the  company  had  been  considered  in  such  proceeding,  and  that 
the  rates  established  for  Salinas  were  equally  applicable  to  Monterey 
and  Pacific  Grove.  Monterey  v.  Coaat  Valleys  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  725. 

140.  The  Arizona  Commission  denied  the  petition  of  an  electric  utility 
to  make  a  charge  for  cut-outs  and  cut-ins  applicable  to  consumers  al- 
leged by  the  company  to  order  a  suspension  of  service  during  summer 
months,  in  order  to  save  the  minimum  charge,  since  the  Commission 
could  not  base  an  order  upon  the  proposition  that  a  consumer  might 
wish  to  resume  service.  Re  Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  511. 

141.  An  electric  rate  schedule  providing  a  charge  of  $1  for  the  first 
7i  kilowatts  per  month  and  for  amounts  from  8  to  100  kilowatts,  10 
cents  additional  per  month,  does  not  show  a  charge  for  the  |  kilowatt 
between  7i  and  8  kilowatts  at  a  rate  of  20  cents  per  kilowatt,  which 
would  be  an  overcharge  under  the  franchise,  the  evident  purpose  of  the 
company  being  to  supply  current  up  to  8  kilowatt  hours  for  $1  per 
month.    Mexico  v.  Mexico  Power  (^.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  908. 

2>  Methods  of  ntetisurement, 

142.  In  determining  whether  electric  current  shall  be  measured  upon 
the  primary  side  of  higt-voltage  transformers,  or  upon  the  secondary 
side,  the  latter  method  resulting  in  lower  rates,  some  consideration 
was  given  to  the  fact  that  the  Commission  had  reduced  the  rates  upon 
the  basis  of  existing  measurements,  that  the  current  was  measured  on 
the  secondary  side  in  some  cases  in  order  to  foster  new  and  struggling 
industries,   and   in  others   because   the   expense   of   installing   a   high- 
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tension  meter  on  the  primary  side  was  greater  than  the  small  con- 
sumption would  justify.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Nevada-Califor- 
nia Power  Co.   (Nevada)  P.U.R.1915F,  692. 

143.  An  electric  utility  measuring  88  per  cent  of  the  current  upon 
the  primary  side  of  transformers  and  12  per  cent  upon  the  secondary 
side  for  smaller  and  weaker  patrons  was  not  required  to  measure  the 
current  only  upon  the  secondary  side,  where  the  rates  had  been  re- 
duced by  the  Commission,  upon  the  basis  of  the  existing  system  of 
measurements,  and  it  appeared  that  a  further  loss  in  revenue  would 
result  from  measurements  only  on  the  secondary  side,  and  that  the 
charges  could  be  equalized  by  adopting  an  additional  schedule  of  rates 
for  the  small  consumers  measured  updn  the  secondary  side.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  v.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R.1916F, 
592. 

3,  Methods  of  schedule  making. 

144.  The  most  important  feature  of  electric  utility  rate  making  is  the 
diversity  factor.  Neenah  v.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

145.  A  rate  which  makes  a  charge  for  the  demand  at  the  consumer's 
premises  is  not  designed  for  the  accumulation  of  demands  at  a  single 
substation.  Neenah  v.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat,  &  P.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

146.  ITie  out-put  feature  of  a  rate  schedule  designed  so  as  to  permit 
of  cumulative  billing  is  an  unfair  basis  for  determining  the  wholesale 
rate  at  a  substation,  where  the  total  or  whole  of  the  consumer's  demands 
is  larger  than  the  demand  at  the  substation.  Neenah  y.  Wisconsin 
Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

147.  An  electric  lighting  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  its 
present  schedule  of  rates  and  to  substitute  therefor  a  schedule  for  com- 
mercial lighting  based  upon  a  primary,  secondary,  and  excess  rate,  de- 
pendent upon  the  size  of  installation  and  hours  of  use,  the  service  to 
include  electric  energy  furnished  for  appliances  other  than  lighting 
equipment,  when  the  accurate  rated  capacity  of  such  appliances  did  not 
exceed  2  K.  W.    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

148.  In  a  schedule  of  electric  lighting  rates  for  residences,  dwellings, 
flats,  and  private  houses,  based  partly  upon  the  active  load,  it  was  held 
that  60  per  cent  of  the  total  connected  load  should  be  taken  as  active 
where  the  total  connected  load  was  equal  to  or  less  than  500  watts 
nominal  rated  capacity,  and  33J  per  cent  of  the  total  connected  light- 
ing load  over  and  above  500  watts  should  be  taken  as  active  where 
the  installation  exceeded  500  watts  nominal  rated  capacity.  Re  Lady- 
smith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

149.  In  a  schedule  of  electric  lighting  rates  for  stores,  offices,  business 
and  professional  places,  private  halls,  passenger  depots,  theaters,  etc., 
based  partly  on  the  active  load,  70  per  cent  of  the  total  connected 
load  was  ordered  to  be  taken  as  active  where  the  total  connected  load 
was  equal  to  or  less  than  2^  kilowatts  nominal  rated  capacity,  and  55 
per  cent  of  the  total  connected  load  over  and  above  2^  kilowatts  to  be 
taken  as  active  where  the  installation  exceeded  2i  kilowatts  nominal 
rated  capacity.    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


RATES,  IX.  a,  3.  329 

150.  In  a  schedule  of 'Electric  lighting  ratea  for  county  and  city 
buildings,  schools,  factories,  industrial  establishments,  shops,  stables, 
garages,  and  warehouses,  based  partly  upon  the  active  load,  55  per  cent 
of  the  total  connected  load  was  ordered  to  be  taken  as  active.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.L.R.1915A,  1050. 

151.  Ninety  per  cent  of  the  first  H.  P.  of  nominal  rated  capacity,  of 
motor  installed  as  indicated  on  the  manufacturer's  name  plate,  70 
per  cent  pf  the  next  20  H.  P.,  50  per  cent  of  the  next  30  H.  P.,  and  40 
per  cent  of  all  over  60  H.  P.,  wera  ordered  to  be  taken  as  active  H.  P. 
for  the  purpose  of  fixing  power  charges  based  partly  upon  the  active 
load.    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050, 

152.  In  the  absence  of  data  as  to  maximum  normal  demands  of  any 
class  of  customers,  either  seasonal  or  diurnal,  of  electric  corporations, 
the  connected  load  of  each  class  of  service  was  taken  as  a  determining 
factor  in  certain  computations  and  apportionments  of  expenses  which 
normally  would  be  made  upon  a  peak  load  demand  basis  in  determining 
the  reasonableness  of  electric  rates  schedule.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

153.  In  making  electric  rate  schedules  the  demand  should  be  considered 
as  a  percentage  of  the  connected  load,  depending  upon  the  class  of  serv- 
ice; and  wall  receptacles,  baseboard  receptacles,  or  any  other  socket 
or  receptacle  which  it  is  clearly  evident  is  not  to  be  used  for  lighting 
purposes,  and  small  heating  and  power  devices  not  exceeding  a  total 
connected  load  of  2  kilowatts,  should  not  be  included  in  the  connected 
load  in  determining  the  demand  rating;  and  in  cases  where  the  actual 
demand  of  lighting  loads,  as  ascertained  by  actual  measurement,  exceeds 
or  is  less  than  the  estimated  demands  to  the  extent  of  20  per  eent  or 
more  for  connected. loads  of  5  kilowatts  or  less,  and  10  per  cent  or  more 
for  connected  loads  of  over  5  kilowatts,  the  measured  demand  should 
prevail.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1915D, 
865. 

154.  A  schedule  of  electric  rates  not  based  on  the  connected  load  ad- 
heres more  closely  to  public  policy  than  one  based  upon  such  load,  in 
that  it  tends  to  the  encouragement  of  reasonable  and  convenient  use  of 
the  company's  service  by  small  users  who  usually  form  a  majority  of 
the  subscribers  to  the  service  of  a  public  utility.  Re  Rockland  Elec- 
tric Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  683. 

155.  A  schedule  of  electric  light  and  power  rates  providing,  in  its 
essentials,  for  a  Hopkinson  demand  rate  for  both  light  and  power  serv- 
ice and  a  limited  increment  rate  for  lighting  service,  including  also  a 
residence  rate  which  based  the  increment  scale  of  charges  upon  the  num- 
ber of  so-called  active  rooms,  an  off-peak,  an  optional  power  rate,  and 
a  short-time  rate  for  both  light  and  power  consumers,  was  held 
reasonable.  Re  Burlington  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
117. 

156.  In  fixing  rates  for  electricity  for  a  water  and  light  commission, 
the  ''standard"  and  "optional  increment"  schedule  was  authorized  for 
city  consumers,  with  necessary  modification  for  rural  consumers,  instead 
of  a  single  schedule  formerly  proposed  by  the  commission.  Re  Ft.  At* 
kinson  Water  &  Light  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1030. 
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4.  Kinds  and  diaaaes  of  rates* 

(a)  Minimum  charge, 

157.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  schedule  of 
electric  light  and  power  rates,  it  was  held  that  a  minimum  bill  should 
be  established  applicable  to  both  power  and  light  customers.  Re  Bur- 
lington Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117. 

157a.  A  minimum  or  meter  charge  was  disallowed  in  fixing  a  schedule 
of  reasonable  rates  for  electricity  where  it  appeared  that  such  a  charge 
would  take  $1,000,000  a  year  from  the  company's  customers,  and  that 
this  would  come,  for  the  most  part,  from  those  who  could  least  afford 
it.    Stadtlander  v.  New  York  Edison  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685. 

I67b.  A  minimum  charge  for  metered  electricity  which  is  in  excess  of 
the  maximum  rate  permitted  by  franchise  for  the  consumers  of  certain 
amounts  per  month  is  not  justified  by  a  further  provision  in  the  fran- 
chise permitting  a  maximum  flat  rate  which  equals  the  minimum 
charge,  since  the  latter  provision  applies  only  to  fiat  rates,  and  not  to 
a  minimum  charge  in  conjunction  with  metered  rates.  Mexico  v.  Mexico 
Power  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  908. 

(h)  Flat  or  metered  service, 

158.  Electric  lighting  rates  for  all  ooinsumert  with  at  least  100  watts 
connected  were  ordered  metered.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1060. 

159.  The  amount  to  be  paid  under  a  system  of  flat  rates  depends  al- 
most wholly  upon  the  flxtures,  and  not  upon  the  amount  of  current 
used;  and  while  an  estimate  can  generally  be  made  of  the  amount  of 
current  a  certain  group  of  lamps  will  consume,  this  estimate  cannot  be 
determined  as  accurately  as  is  considered  necessary  in  arriving  at 
equitable  rates.    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

160.  A  straight  kilowatt  hour  rate  provides  an  equitable  return  only 
in  the  case  of  one  speciflc  rate  of  consumption.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

161.  An  electric  light  company  was  authorized  to  substitute  step- 
meter  rates  for  its  commercial  lighting  service  in  lieu  of  its  existing 
flat  rates,  it  being  the  opinion  of  the  Commission  that  flat  rates  lead  to 
waste  of  service  and  inequality  of  charges.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro 
Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

162.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  whose  unequal,  indefinite, 
and  unduly  complicated  rates  could  not  be  greatly  reduced  without 
impairing  the  investment,  was  ordered  to  place  into  effect  a  tentative 
schedule  which  would  eliminate  a  reduced  power  rate  to  one  locality 
receiving  service  at  less  than  cost  for  the  sole  unnecessary  purpose  of 
maintaining  a  high-load  factor,  equalize  domestic  lighting  rates  exces- 
sive as  compared  with  those  for  wholesale  power,  abolish  an  optional 
form  of  rates  and  which  would  make  the  rates  certain  for  all  classes 
by  being  based  entirely  upon  metered  service.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Oaa 
&  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916F,  747. 
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(c)  BBodfe  or  atep  rates. 

Effect  of  order  approving  reduced  schedule  of  bk>ck  gas  rates  without 
considering  propriety  of  block  system,  see  Oboebs,  12. 

163.  A  declining  step  plan  of  electric  rates  for  increasing  consumption 
is  objectionable  for  the  reason  that  it  requires  adjustment.  Meek  v. 
Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  956. 

164.  The  Commission  held  that  the  maximum  prices  to  be  charged  by 
an  electric  light  and  power  company,  in  order  to  be  nonpreferential, 
should  be  fixed  upon  a  sliding  scale,  with  maximum  prices  for  the  vari- 
ous amounts  of  electricity  furnished  to  consumers  thereunder,  without 
disturbing  existing  fiat  rates  and  street-lighting  rates.  Meek  t.  Con- 
sumers E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

165.  Block  rates,  and  not  step  rates,  are  provided  for  by  a  franchise 
requiring  electricity  to  be  furnished  "at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  14  cents 
per  kilowatt  to  consumers  using  less  than  20  kilowatts  in  one  month 
and  all  over  20  kilowatts  used  in  the  month  at  10  cents  per  kilowatt," 
all  consumers  paying  the  same  rate  for  the  first  block  of  20  kilowatts 
and  a  lesser  rate  only  for  the  amount  used  in  excess  of  20  kilowatt 
hours.    Mexico  v.  Mexico  Power  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  908. 

166.  Electric  block  rate  schedules  were  held  unreasonable  in  being 
based  upon  blocks  of  100  kilowatt  hours  per  month,  where  no  residence 
consumer  and  only  29  out  of  186  business  consumers  used  sufficient 
electricity  to  obtain  the  reduced  rates  for  succeeding  blocks.  Re  Ft. 
Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  O.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916F,  512. 

167.  A  block-rate  schedule  for  electricity  based  upon  blocks  of  20 
and  40  kilowatt  hours  per  month  respectively  for  residence  and  for 
business  consumers  was  fixed  upon  consumers'  data  showing  an  aver- 
age consumption  of  residence  and  business  consumers  of  respective^ 
17.5  and  41.2  kilowatt  hours  per  month,  and  by  taking  into  consider- 
ation variations  by  individual  consumers  and  the  relation  between  ac- 
tive load  and  connected  load  as  between  residence  and  business  con- 
sumers. Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJR. 
1915F,  512. 

5.  Kinds  of  service, 

(a)  Miscellaneous. 

168.  A  special  rate  classification,  including  a  minimum  charge,  should 
be  made  for  the  use  of  electricity  for  an  X-ray  machine.  Butler  v. 
Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  572. 

169.  A  coal  and  grain  elevator  and  wood  cutting  plant  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  special  "gristmill"  rate  in  place  of  the  usual  rate  for 
general  power  service,  even  though  it  can  comply  with  the  regulations 
for  limited  hours  of  service  specified  therein,  where  its  load  is  very 
different  from  that  contemplated  under  the  gristmill  schedule,  both  as 
regards  its  size  and  the  manner  in  which  the  service  is  used.  Hillmer  v. 
Freeport  R.  &  Light  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  46. 

170.  Service  for  an  electric  sign  and  for  ordinary  factory  illumina- 
tion, whether  furnished  directly  from  the  mains  of  an  electric  company 
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or  through  the*  medium  of  a  motor  gen«*ator  set,  should  be  charged 
for  in  accordance  with  the  regular  lighting  schedule.  Bell  Electric 
Motor  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  248. 

171.  Testing  lamps  used  for  testing  coils  and  also  for  the  illumina- 
tion of  a  machine  in  which  the  coils  are  wound,  the  current  for  which 
is  supplied  by  the  motor  generator  set,  need  not  be  classed  as  lighting. 
Bell  Electric  Motor  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  248. 

172.  Service  and  power  rates  were  ordered  to  include  electric  energy 
utilized  for  motive  and  miscellaneous  lighting  service,  such  as  current 
for  stereopticans,  moving-picture  machines,  photographer's  arts  and 
rectifiers,  when  separately  metered  from  lighting.  Re  Ladysmith  Light- 
ing Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

173.  In  a  schedule  of  rates  based  partly  on  the  active  load,  the  Com- 
mission ordered  incidental  power  appliances,  such  as  flatirons,  toasters, 
fans,  etc.,  to  the  amount  of  1,000  watts  rating,  not  to  be  considered  in 
determining  such  load.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1050. 

(h)   Street  lighting, 

174.  The  Commission  should  deal  only  with  the  maximum  net  price  to 
commercial  customers  and  the  prices  for  street  lighting  in  a  proceed- 
ing aflTecting  the  rates  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company,  inas- 
much as  other  prices  are  made  chiefly  from  motives  of  commercial  ex- 
pediency, whereas  all  who  pay  the  maximum  price,  and  the  towns  with 
respect  to  their  street  lighting,  must  buy  of  the  company  or  go  with- 
out electricity.    Milford  Electric  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  577. 

175.  An  electric  light  company  was  ordered  to  substitute  rates  for  cer- 
tain of  its  street-lighting  service  which  would  effect  a  reduction  of 
about  3.5  per  cent  from  the  rates  then  charged  under  a  contract  with 
a  city,  where  it  appeared  that  since  the  contract  was  entered  into 
the  company  had  substituted  tungsten  lamps  for  the  carbon  lamps 
charged  for  under  the  contract,  and  where  it  further  appeared  from 
an  apportionment  of  expenses  between  commercial  and  street-lighting 
service  that  such  reduction  was  justified.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B.  1. 

176.  A  rate  of  $27  a  year  for  each  electric  street  lamp  was  reduced 
to  $22  where  it  appeared  that  the  prevailing  rate  for  the  same  quan- 
tity of  service  in  other  places  was  lower.  Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros. 
Light  &  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  584, 

177.  An  annual  charge  of  $55  for  each  400-candIe  power  nitrogen 
filled  incandescent  street  light  was  fixed  by  adding  to  an  allowance  of 
12  per  cent  on  the  investment  for  a  return,  surplus,  contingencies,  and 
depreciation,  the  part  ef  the  total  operating  expense  for  commercial  and 
street  lighting  that  the  amount  of  electricity  consumed  in  street  light- 
ing bore  to  the  entire  consiunption.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat, 
Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.Ra915F,  512. 

178.  A  contract  under  which  an  electric  company  furnishes  221  sixty- 
watt  Mazda  lamps  on  a  modified  "Philadelphia  moonlight  schedule''  for 
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the  compensation  of  $250  per  month  was  held  reasonable.    Meek  v.  Con- 
sumers £.  L.  k  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

(c)  Domestic  and  comntertHdl  lighAng, 

179.  It  is  unnecessary  to  provide  separate  schedules  of  rates  for 
diiTerent  classes  of  residence  and  business  lighting  consumers,  where  the 
present  consumers  are  all  lighting  consumers,  since  one  schedule  of  block 
rates  will  be  sufficient  for  the  two  classes,  with  separate  provisions  for 
minimum  monthly  bills  for  residence  lighting  and  business  lighting. 
Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

180.  A  suggested  schedule  for  residence  and  commercial  electric  light- 
ing, showing  a  relatively  high  maximum  rate  of  15  cents  per  kilowatt 
hour  with  an  abrupt  drop  to  4  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  excess  of 
sixty  hours'  use  of  the  assessed  or  measured  demand,  coupled  with  a 
minimum  charge,  makes  a  wider  difference  between  the  two  rates  than 
there  should  be,  based  on  actual  demand  and  actual  hours  used.  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017 

(d)  Power  generally, 

181.  Rates  for  power, — essentially  long  hours-use  service  and  prob- 
ably lower  daytime  use, — should  preferably  be  lower  than  the  rates  for 
lighting.  Commercial  Club  ▼.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

182.  A  lighting  rate  for  electricity  may  be  successfully  applied  to  those 
consumers  who  have  small  motors  connected  to  their  lighting  circuits. 
Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1060. 

183.  A  rate  for  electric  lighting  being  prohibitive  to  anyone  desirmg 
to  use  a  considerable  amount  of  current  for  power  purposes,  as  low  a 
rate  for  power  as  is  consistent  with  operating  conditions  should  be 
established,  since  it  is  the  duty  of  a  company  to  extend  its  service  to 
reach  as  many  consumers  as  possible.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

184.  The  capacity  charge  per  horse  power  was  ordered  to  constitute  a 
minimum  charge  for  large  electric  motors.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

(e)  Pumping, 

185.  The  cost  of  electric  pumping  operation  becomes  directly  propor* 
tional  to  the  amount  of  work  performed,  and  practically  ceases  the  mo- 
ment the  motor  is  stopped.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1050. 

186.  A  hydro-electric  system  depends  so  much  on  the  full  utilization 
of  water  in  order  to  secure  economical  operation  that  a  pumping  load 
may  be  desirable  and  worth  taking  on  even  at  a  moderate  rate.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

187.  The  fact  that  electric  current  to  operate  a  city's  pumping  station 
can  be  supplied  off  peak  should  entitle  the  city  to  as  low  a  rate  as  is 
consistent  with  operating  conditions.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)^ 
P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 
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188.  A  tentative  rate  of  2^  cents  per  kilowatt  hour,  ior  the  use  of 
68,000  kilowatt  hours  per  year,  off  peak,  for  pumping  water,  was  held 
equitable  both  to  a  waterworks  and  to  the  electric  utility,  where  it  ne- 
cessitated no  addiAonal  purchase  of  equipment.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1050. 

189.  The  Idaho  Commission  approved  a  contract  made  by  an  electric 
utility  with  a  land  and  water  company,  to  sell  electricity  for  operating 
an  irrigation  plant  at  a  price  below  the  regular  schedule  of  rates  for 
irrigation  charged  by  the  power  company,  it  appearing  that  the  users 
of  the  water  could  not,  considering  the  small  acreage  under  cultiva- 
tion and  the  undeveloped  condition  of  the  land,  afford  to  pay  the 
regular  irrigation  rate,  and  that  unless  the  rates  were  reduced,  a  great 
loss  would  result  both  to  the  land  and  water  company  and  to  the  elec- 
tric company.  Re  Great  Shoshone  &,  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915C,  921. 


(f)   Heating  and  cooking. 

190.  Rates  for  electricity  used  for  cooking,  while  considered  to  be 
low,  were  allowed  to  stand  where  it  appeared  that  the  amount  of  such 
service  was  small  and  the  rates  were  not  low  enough  to  cast  the  bur- 
den of  cost  up<m  other  consumers.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public 
Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

191.  That  a  flat  raie  for  electricity  for  water  heaters  amounts  only 
to  about  one-fourth  the  cost  of  the  service  if  the  consumers  use  their 
heaters  twenty-four  hours  a  day  on  high  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome 
the  presumption  of  reasonableness  attaching  to  a  voluntarily  established 
rate,  particularly  where  the  heating  service  is  furnished  in  connection 
with  electric  service  for  cooking,  which  is  a  very  profitable  service,  and 
it  appears  that  some  of  the  users  use  their  heaters  part  of  the  day  on 
high,  part  of  the  day  on  medium,  part  of  the  day  on  low,  and  part  of 
the  time  shut  off  altogether,  and  the  company,  although  it  has  some- 
thing like  2,300  lighting  customers,  had  secured,  after  much  advertising 
and  soliciting,  only  about  50  water  heater  customers;  and  where 'it  fur- 
ther appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  company  has  an  abundance  of 
surplus  power  even  when  the  peak  load  is  on.  Pocatello  Gas  &  Power 
Co.  V.  Southern  Idaho  Water  Power  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915D,  639. 

192.  An  electric  lighting  and  power  company  was  ordered  to  amend  its 
rates  so  as  to  permit  domestic  heating  appliances  and  small  motors  hot 
exceeding  two  kilowatt  total  connected  load  to  be  used  as  a  part  of  the 
installation  under  its  regular  business  or  residence  lighting  rates,  it 
appearing  that  the  company's  schedules  for  power  rates  had  formerly 
been  applied  to  current  consumed  by  such  small  motors  and  heating 
appliances,  which  schedules  were  based  upon  the  maximum  demand  of 
the  consumer  with  a  minimum  charge  of  $1  per  kilowatt  of  maximum 
demand,  but  provided  that  no  minimum  charge  of  less  than  $2  would 
be  considered.  Hubbard  Creamery  (^.  v.  Molalla  Electric  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  324. 
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(g)  Standby  service, 

193.  An  application  of  an  electric  company  lor  approval  ot  a  mini- 
mum stand-by  service  charge  of  $1  per  kilowatt  of  connected  load  per 
montliy  to  all  lighting  castomers  whose  connected  load  is  in  excess  of 
five  kilowatts,  was  denied  for  the  time  being,  where  it  appeared  that 
there  were  not,  at  the  time  of  the  application,  any  customers  taking 
stand-by  service,  that  the  company  was  using  power  purchased  of  the 
government;  and  that  it  was  under  no  penalty  respecting  maximum 
demand.    Re  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  537. 

6.  Bea8ondblene88  of  particular  rates, 

(a)  In  general, 

194.  The  Commission  foimd  that  a  schedule  of  maximum  rates  of  15, 
12,  and  8  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  electric  lighting  in  a  city,  with 
10  per  cent  discount  for  prompt  payment  and  monthly  minimum  bill  of 
75  cents  for  residence  lighting  and  $1  for  business  lighting,  was  reason- 
able and  just.  Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
956. 

195.  A  rate  for  metered  electric  lighting  service  of  13  cents  per  kilo- 
watt hour,  less  one  cent  per  kilowatt  hour  for  payment  within  fifteen 
days,  was  held  to  be  a  just  and  reasonable  rate  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.    Re  Rockland  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  683. 

196.  The  Commission  ordered  the  adoption  of  a  tentative  electric  power 
rate  of  60  cents  per  month  per  horse  power  of  nominal  rated  capacity 
plus  4  per  cent  net,  or  5  per  cent  gross,  per  kilowatt  hour  of  energy 
consumed.    Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

197.  A  public  service  company  was  ordered  to  put  into  effect  a 
new  schedule  of  decreased  rates  for  electricity,  varying  from  8  cents  to  2 
cents  per  kilowatt  hour,  based  upon  the  amount  of  current  used  per 
raontii,  instead  of  a  schedule  filed  by  the  company,  in  which  the  maxi- 
mum rate  was  12  cents  per  kilowatt  hour.  Public  Service  Commission 
ex  rel.  Hendrie  v.  Everett  Gas  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  418. 

198.  A  reduction  of  17  per  cent  in  the  rates  for  electricity  was  held 
sufficient,  although  a  reduction  of  30  per  cent  would  leave  sufficient 
income  to  pay  operating  expenses,  to  set  aside  an  allowance  of  5  per 
cent  for  surplus,  contingencies,  and  depreciation,  and  to  give  a  return 
of  7  per  cent,  where  there  was  uncertainty  in  predetermining  the  effect 
of  the  new  rates  and  the  data  on  consumption  did  not  correspond  with 
the  revenue  received.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)   P.U.R.1915F,  512. 

199.  A  schedule  of  electric  rates  originally  ordered,  which  provided 
for  a  charge  of  18  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  the  first  two  hours  of 
connected  load,  and  a  charge  of  9  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  the  next 
two  hours'  use  with  a  charge  of  4^  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  all  use 
of  the  connected  load  in  excess  of  four  hours  per  day,  was  directed  to 
be  changed  so  as  to  provide  for  a  lower  basic  rate  of  17  cents  per  kilo- 
watt hour  for  the  first  120  hours'  use  and  9  cents  per  kilowatt  hour 
for   all  excess   current,   with   certain   quantitive   discounts   for   meter 
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service  and  an  optional  schedule  of  flat  rates,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  conditions  of  operation  of  the  plant  were  sucli  as  to  bring  about  a 
lower  cost  only  after  the  plant  had  been  in  operation  with  good  load 
for  at  least  four  hours,  and  where  there  were  certain  large  users  of 
current  who  the  Commission  considered  must  be  given  consideration, 
even  though  their  average  number  of  hours'  use  was  not  as  great  as  was 
tiiat  of  some  other  customers.  Re  New  Egypt  Light,  Heat,  Power  & 
Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R,1915D,  820. 

(b)  I&inimutn  charges. 

200.  A  charge  of  50  cents  for  electric  service,  in  addition  to  a  mini- 
mum bill  of  $1  a  month  for  electricity,  in  the  case  of  a  customer  who 
changes  his  residence  within  a  period  of  less  than  one  month,  and  who 
receives  service  at  both  addresses,  was  held  not  excessive.  Schwartz  v. 
Pacific  Ga£  k  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  279. 

201.  A  proposed  rate  schedule  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company 
which  provided  a  minimum  charge  of  50  cents  per  month  for  resid^ioe 
service,  $1  per  month  for  commercial  service,  and  75  cents  per  con- 
nected horse  power  per  month  for  power  service,  was  held  rea- 
sonable. Re  Burlington  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
117. 

202.  Minimum  monthly  rates  for  electricity  of  76  cents  per  month 
to  residence  and  $1  per  month  to  business  consumers,  based  upon  the 
cost  of  service  and  the  average  consumption  by  minimum  consumers, 
were  fixed  as  reasonable.  Re  Ft.  Scott  k  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  k  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  512;  Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  966. 

203.  A  minimum  charge  for  electric  service  of  75  cents  per  month 
for  residence  lighting  consumers  and  $1  per  month  for  business  light- 
ing consumers  was  held  reasonable,  where  the  complainant  estimated 
the  fixed  expense  for  such  service  per  consumer  at  $.347  and  the  com- 
pany at  $1,304  per  month.  Mexico  v.  Mexico  Power  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  908. 

204.  A  charge  for  electric  service  of  76  cents  per  month  for  resi- 
dence lighting  consumers,  and  $1  per  month  for  comniercial  lighting 
consumers,  and  $1  per  month  per  kilowatt  connected,  for  power  serv- 
ice, was  found  to  be  a  reasonable  minimum  rate.  Commercial  Club  v. 
Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

206.  A  municipality  operating  a  public  utility  electric  light  plant  was 
authorized  to  reduce  its  minimum  lighting  rate  from  $1  a  month  to  85 
cents  a  month,  with  a  discount  of  10  cents  if  bills  were  paid  on  or 
before  the  10th  day  of  each  mcmth.  Re  Rensselaer  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
159. 

206.  A  minimum  charge  of  $1  per  month  for  incandescent  commercial 
lighting  was  fixed  by  tiie  Commission.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1050. 

207.  A  minimum  monthly  charge  of  $100  for  electric  pumping  was  held 
equitable  where  the  rate  was  2^.  cents  per  kilowatt  hour,  based  on  an 
assumed  use  of  68,000  kilowatt  hours  per  year.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1060. 
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208.  A  minimam  monthly  charge  of  $:(.25  for  small  electric  motors 
was  ordered  by  the  Commission.  Re  Lady  smith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1060. 

209.  An  electric  -company  was  ordered  to  establish  a  minimum  rate 
for  power  service  of  $1  for  1  horse  power  or  less  of  connected  load;  50 
cents  for  the  next  29  horse  power  of  connected  load;  and  25  cents  for 
each  additional  horse  power  of  connected  load.  J.  I.  Case  Plow 
Works  V.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co,  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915B,  183. 

210.  Minimum  monthly  charges  of  $1  for  city  customers,  and  $1.25 
for  rural  customers,  were  held  to  be  just  and  reasonable,  and  a  minimum 
monthly  charge  of  $1.50  to  rural  utility  customers  was  held  to  be  un- 
reasonable and  excessive.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  855. 

211.  A  rule  that  no  contract  shall  be  executed  for  gas  or  electric 
service  at  less  than  a  gross  revenue  of  $2  was  held  unreasonable. 
Schwartz  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  279. 

212.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  was  ordered  to  put  into 
effect  a  minimum  rate  of  $2.50  per  month  for  serv  ice  to  rural  consum- 
ers, determined  upon  the  basis  of  installation  of  service-line  extensions 
by  coBSumers  and  transformers  and  lightning  arresters  by  the  utility, 
the  minimum  rate  to  apply  if  either  lighting  or  power  service  is  taken 
alone  or  separately,  with  a  provision  for  a  charge  of  75  cents  per  month 
per  horse  power  connected  if  power  is  taken  alone  or  with  light,  pro- 
vided the  amount  equals  the  minimum  rate.  Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light 
k  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  216. 

213.  A  minimum  charge  of  not  to  exceed  $3  per  month  was  fixed, 
for  the  use  of  electricity  for  a  particular  X-ray  machine.  Butler  v. 
Tucson  Gas»  £.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  672. 

t.  Express* 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  express  rates,  P.U.R.1915F,  672,  1087. 

214.  The  Louisiana  Commission,  after  an  investigation  oi  imtrastate 
express  rates,  established  such  rates  on  the  block  system  as  outlined  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  Alexandria  Chamber  of 
Commerce  v.  Express  Cos.   (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  458. 

215.  The  Commission,  finding  that  the  adoption  of  the  block  system 
of  express  rates  as  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
had  resulted  in  an  unreasonable  increase  in  rates  upon  first-class  mer- 
chandise at  two  points  peculiarly  located,  ordered  that  such  points 
should,  for  express-rate  purposes,  be  given  a  different  block  number,  tak- 
ing a  lower  rate.  Lafayette  Chamber  of  Commerce  t.  Express  Cos. 
(La.)  P.U.R.1916A,  464. 

216.  The  Arizona  Conuuission  adopted,  for  the  transportation  of  ex- 
press matter  or  shipments  between  all  points  within  the  state  of 
Arizona,  the  modified  formula  as  to  subblocks  adopted  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  with  the  provision  that  existing  or  prevailing 
commodity  rates  should  be  continued  in  effect  wherever  75  per  cent  of 
t^e  first  class  makes  higher  second-class  rates.  Re  Investigation  of  Ex- 
press Rates  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  308. 

P.UJl.  Dig.— 22. 
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217.  The  block  and  zone  system  of  stating  express  rates  promulgated 
by  the  Interstate  Ck)mmerce  Commission  and  adopted  by  the  Illinois 
Commission  was  modified  so  as  to  require  the  same  rates  between  Chi- 
cago and  Elgin  as  between  Chicago  and  Aurora,  both  plaoes  being  the 
same  distance  from  Chicago  and  only  22  miles  apart,  it  appearing  that 
competition  existed  between  the  two  towns  and  that  the  existing  rates 
resulted  in  unjust  discrimination  in  favor  of  one  of  them.  Elgin  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  American  Exp.  Co.  (IlL)  P.UJEL1915B,  940. 

1,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  rates  for  gas,  P.UJt.l915E,  1067;  P.U.R. 
1916F,  259,  1087. 

218.  A  material  loss  suffered  by  a  gas  company  in  maintaining  free 
commercial  arc  lamps  rendered  necessary  by  the  competition  of  elec- 
trical service  cannot  be  absorbed  by  higher  rates  to  the  domestic  pat- 
rons.   Meade  ▼.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  630. 

219.  The  obligations  of  the  consumers  of  a  distributing  company  and 
those  of  the  producing  company,  where  both  companies  are  under  com- 
mon ownership,  do  not  differ  so  far  as  the  cost  of  producing  gas  affects 
the  price  to  the  consumer,  although  distribution  expenses  are  more 
easily  distinguishable  and  attributable  to  the  different  groups  of  con- 
sumers.   Newton  k  Watertown  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  787. 

220.  In  fixing  gas  rates  for  a  city  supplied  from  a  central  plant  also 
supplying  other  localities,  a  finding  that  it  would  be  advantageous  to 
regard  the  city  as  being  served  as  a  part  of  a  larger  consolidated  sys- 
tem, provided  no  differentiation  of  rates  acts  to  the  unfair  discrimina- 
tion of  consumers  in  the  city,  was  held  sustained  by  evidence  that  the 
territories  served  are  contiguous  and  growing,  although  scattered,  that 
better  use  can  be  made  of  consolidated  properties  than  from  isolated 
plants,  that  a  large  central  plant  is  preferable,  and  that  large  central 
tmits  are  necessary  to  permit  the  generation  of  gas  directly  from  coal, 
although  there  was  evidence  by  the  Commission's  engineers  that  the 
city  normally  could  sustain  a  gas  business,  that  it  had  formerly  pos- 
sessed a  separate  and  prosperous  plant,  that  the  consolidated  system 
had  resulted  in  no  reduction  of  rates  which  are  higher  than  those 
charged  in  the  central  district,  and  that  the  saving  from  a  consolidated 
plant  should  be  reflected  in  a  reduction  of  such  higher  rates.  Belleville 
V.  St.  CUir  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916F,  235. 

2.  Prepayment  meters. 

221.  A  gas  company  is  entitled,  on  account  of  the  greater  cost  of 
installation  and  maintenance,  to  make  a  reasonable  additional  charge 
for  gas  sold  through  prepayment  meters,  put  in  only  at  the  request 
of  its  customers,  over  the  rate  for  gas  sold  through  standard  credit 
meters.     Re  Western  United  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1086. 

222.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  charge  $1  per  thousand  cubic 
feet  for  gas  sold  through  prepayment  meters,  where  the  rate  for  gaa 
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measured  tlurough  standard  credit  meters  was  00  cents  per  thousand 
feet.    Re  Western  United  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1086. 

223.  A  rate  of  $1.18  per  thousand  for  gas  sold  through  prepayment 
meters,  as  compared  with  $1.15  charged  for  gas  sold  through  the  regular 
meters,  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co,  (IlL) 
P.U.R.1915D,  234. 

8,  Beasanableness  of  particular  rates. 

224.  A  minimum  charge  of  25  cents  for  gas  was  held  just  and  rea- 
sonable. Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  y.  Seattle  Lighting 
Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  135.  / 

225.  A  minimum  cliarge  of  50  cents  to  each  consumer  of  gas  who 
fails  to  use  at  least  500  cubic  feet  per  meter  per  month  was  held  rea- 
sonable in  fixing  a  maximum  net  rate  of  $1  per  1,000  cubic  feet.  Belle- 
ville &  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  235. 

226.  A  charge  of  50  cents  for  gas  service  in  addition  to  a  minimum 
bill  of  50  cents  a  month,  in  case  of  a  consumer  who  changes  his  residence 
within  a  period  of  less  than  one  month,  and  who  receives  service  at 
both  addresses,  was  held  not  excessive.  Schwartz  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E. 
Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915B,  279. 

227.  A  gas  company  which  was  not  in  position  to  pay  any  dividends  on 
its  stock,  but  which  had  been  able  to  pay  interest  on  its  bonds,  was  al- 
lowed to  establish  a  minimum  charge  of  75  cents  per  month  applicable 
whenever  the  premises  are  occupied,  upon  ample  notice  from  the  con- 
sumer.   Re  Wild  wood.  A.  &  H.  B.  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  342. 

228.  A  minimum  monthly  charge  of  75  cents  for  small  consumers  of 
gas  was  authorized  by  the  Commission  notwithstanding  a  municipal 
franchise  provided  that  a  uniform  charge  for  gas  not  to  exceed  $1.50 
per  thousand  feet  should  be  made  and  that  a  minimum  charge  of  75 
cents  may  bring  about  a  different  rate  to  small  consumers,  it  appearing 
that  municipal  corporations  were  not  authorized  to  regulate  rates  of 
public  service  corporations.  Re  Douglas  Gas  Corp.  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  1063. 

229.  Rates  for  gas  were  reduced  from  $1.10  to  $1  per  thousand  cubic 
leet,  where  it  appeared  that  operating  expenses  were  unreasonably 
high  and  that  such  rates  would  yield  sufficient  operating  expenses,  in- 
eluding  depreciation  and  a  fair  return  upon  the  value  of  the  property 
which  the  company  was  actually  and  necessarily  employed  for  the 
public  convenience,  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  the  capacity 
of  the  present  plant  would  take  care  of  a  very  considerable  increase  in 
output  without  any  substantial  increase  in  investment,  although,  on 
a  reproductive  method  of  valuation  al(me,  the  company  might  have 
been  entitled  to  increase  its  rates.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition, 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

230.  The  maximum  net  rates  for  gas  were  reduced  from  $1.15  to  $1 
per  1,000  cubic  feet,  upon  the  Commission  finding  that  the  less  rate 
would  assure  a  fair  return  on  the  reasonable  value  of  the  utility's 
property.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gaa  4  £.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  235. 

231.  The  rat««  of  a  gas  company  of  $1.50  per  thousand  cubic  feet  for 
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the  first  2,000  feet,  $1.25  per  thousand  for  the  next  2,000  feet,  and 
$1  per  thousand  for  all  amounts  over  4,000  cubic  feet  per  month, 
were  found  to  be  not  unreasonably  high,  it  appearing  that  the  percent- 
age of  return  on  the  value  of  the  company*8  property  was  small,  that  the 
probable  increase  in  business  would  be  slight,  and  that  there  would 
be  an  increase  in  expense.  Salinas  City  v.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  £. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  460. 


d.  Heating, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for  P.U.R.1916F,  Appended,  1087. 
For  electric  heating  service,  see  supra,  190-192. 

232.  A  meter  rate  for  steam  heat,  based  on  the  amount  of  steam 
condensed  in  the  consumer's  premises  as  measured  by  the  water  of 
condensation,  is  more  just  to  both  the  consumer  and  the  utility  than  a 
flat  rate,  based  on  the  amount  of  radiation  installed,  which  leads  to 
excessive  use  and  waste  of  steam.  Re  De  Kalb-Sycamore  Electric  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  904. 

233.  A  utility  was  permitted  to  establish  a  schedule  of  rates  for 
heating  water  by  means  of  steam  coils,  which  was  based  upon  the 
probable  additional  expense  to  the  company  caused  by  the  installation 
rather  than  upon  the  amount  of  radiating  surface  of  the  coils  or  of 
the  tank  as  applied  to  the  average  amount  of  water  used  by  each  con- 
sumer. Taylorvill©  v.  Central  Illinois  Pub.  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  336. 

e.  IfUerurhan  railtvay. 

1.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1086. 

234.  The  Oregon  Commission  will  not  reduce  local  fares  of  an  elec- 
trio  railway  merely  that  ikey  may  be  used  in  combination  with  other 
fares  to  defeat  a  through  rate  found  to  be  reasonable  in  itself.  Tualatin 
Valley  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJL1916F,  809. 

235.  Fares  on  a  part  of  an  electric  railway  will  not  be  reduced  be- 
cause they  are  relatiyely  high,  standing  by  themselves,  where  they 
are  not  far  out  of  line,  the  traffic  is  insignificant,  and  the  resulting 
readjustment  would  unduly  distrub  fares  under  which  the  great  bulk 
of  the  traffic  moves  and  which  have  been  found  to  be  reasonable.  Tuala- 
tin Valley  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Or^on  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
809. 

236.  A  point  on  an  extreme  end  of  a  blanketed  territory  of  an  elec- 
tric railway  should  not  be  taken  as  a  basing  point  for  building  up  a 
combination  of  local  fares  to  defeat  a  reasonable  through  rate.  Tualatin 
Valley  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  809 

237.  Electric  railway  fares  from  a  point  within  to  a  point  without 
a  city  are  not  to  be  controlled  by  the  distance  stations  are  beyond 
the  city  boundary,  but  rather  by  the  total  distances  trarersed,  in  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


RATES,  IX.  e,  2.  341 

absence  of  unjust  dlsechaination.     Tualatin  Valley  TranBp.  Asso.  v. 
Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  809. 

238.  A  traction  company  was  granted  authority  to  compute  its  inter- 
urban  passenger  fares  at  the  rate  of  2  cents  per  mile  for  the  distance 
actually  traveled,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  one-half  miles  at  1  cent  each 
to  be  taken  as  the  unit,  with  certain  provisions  for  the  computation 
of  fractional  miles,  the  minimum  fare  to  be  a  cents,  and  the  fare  for 
children  between  five  and  twelve  years  of  age  to  be  at  the  rate  of  1 
cent  per  mile.  Ft.  Wayne  &  N.  I.  Traction  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
1094. 

239.  A  joint  passenger  tariff  of  the  Central  Electric  Traffic  Associa- 
tion for  interline  passenger  fares  on  interurban  railroads  in  Indiana, 
Illinois,  Kentucky,  Michigan,  and  Ohio  was  approved  by  the  Indiana 
Public  Service  Commission  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  state  of  Indi- 
ana, where  they  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  the  local  fares  of  the  two  or 
more  carriers  over  which  said  interline  fares  extended,  and  did  not 
exceed  2  cents  per  mile  for  the  distance  actually  covered  by  the  inter- 
line fares.  Re  Joint  Passenger  Tarift'  No.  14  of  Central  Electric 
Traffic  Asso.   (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  338. 

240.  A  traction  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  increase  its  fare  from 
5  cents  to  10  cents  on  certain  lines,  although  it  is  not  earning  a  rea- 
sonable return  on  its  investment,  where  it  appears  that  the  company  is 
bound  by  a  contract  of  its  predecessors  with  various  persons  on  such 
lines,  based  upon  donations  of  money  and  rights  of  way,  in  which  it 
was  agreed  that  5  cents  should  be  the  maximum  fare,  and  where  it 
further  appears  that  many  persons  have  purchased  suburban  tracks  and 
established  their  homes  thereon  with  the  5-cent  fare  as  an  inducement; 
Re  Idaho  Traction  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

241.  A  lO-cent  fare  on  an  interurban  railway  for  a  run  of  3.8  miles 
will  not  be  reduced  where  a  portion  of  such  run  is  over  the  tracks  of  a 
terminal  company,  to  secure  which  privilege  the  interurban  railway  was 
obliged  to  pay  3  cents  per  passenger  carried,  and  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract not  to  carry  passengers  whose  entire  trip  is  only  upon  the  tracks 
of  the  terminal  company,  and  to  take  no  fare  of  less  than  10  cents  from 
passengers  coming  on  to  or  leaving  such  terminal  company's  tracks. 
Brann  v.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.    (Me.)   P.U.R.1915B,  686. 

242.  An  interurban  railway  company  was  ordered  to  establish  a  10 
cent  fare  between  a  newly  established  stop  and  other  points  on  its  line. 
Brann  v.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  586. 

243.  Rates  to  summer  resorts  afforded  by  an  interurban  railway  on 
special  days  for  the  benefit  of  poor  people  will  not  be  used  as  a  measure 
of  comparison  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  rates  on  other  days. 
Armstrong  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  616. 

2.  Commutation  rates. 

244.  The  Idaho  Commission  refused  to  allow  a  traction  company  to 
put  into  effect  a  proposed  increase  of  25  per  cent  in  the  existing  rate  of 
1  per  cent  per  mile  for  school  tickets,  although  the  company  was  not 
earning  a  reasonable  return  upon  its  investment,  it  appearing  that  the 
existing  rates  had  given  to  many  children  the  advantage  of  good  schools 
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which  a  higher  rate  might  put  beyond  their  raeh.  Be  Idaho  Tractaon 
Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

245.  Commuters,  who  regularly  use  a  traction  company's  lines  in 
traveling  to  and  from  their  daily  labor,  are  entitled  to  liberal  treat- 
ment.   Re  Idaho  Traction  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

246.  A  traction  company,  not  earning  a  reasonable  return  on  its  in- 
vestment, was  allowed  to  increase  its  intenirban  fares,  it  appearing 
that  this  could  be  done  with  less  hardship  to  the  general  public  than 
by  the  proposed  increases  in  commutation  rates  and  school  tidcets.  Re 
Idaho  Traction  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

3.  Zone  rates^ 

247.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  zone  fare 
on  an  electric  railway,  the  entire  territory  servied  by  a  single  fare,  in- 
cluding the  territory  reached  by  a  connecting  line,  constitutes  the  zone, 
where  each  line  accepts  as  cash,  free  transfers  issued  by  the  other  to 
all  passengers  requesting  them,  and  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  pas- 
sengers avails  itself  of  such  transfer  privileges.  Peaslee  v.  Cumberland 
County  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  594. 

248.  The  readjustment  of  zone  limits  which  would  make  other  zones 
unreasonably  short  will  not  be  ordered  merely  on  the  ground  that  it 
might  be  more  profitable  to  the  operating  company,  where  the  evidence 
does  not  show  inadequate  service,  excessive  profits,  excessive  rates,  or 
unjust  discrimination.  Peaslee  v.  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light 
Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  694. 

249.  The  extension  of  a  5-cent  fare  zone  of  an  electric  railway  from 
'  2^  to  3^  miles,  with  transfer  privileges,  was  held  not  warranted  by  the 

company's  financial  condition  and  the  character  of  the  traffic.  Re  Purdy 
(Conn.)  P.U.R.1915B,  198. 

250.  An  electric  interurban  railway  was  ordered  to  extend  a  5-cent 
fare  zone  of  2^  miles  so  as  to  include  a  turn-out,  extending  .273  miles 
further,  where  it  appeared  that  this  would  be  a  great  convenience  to 
its  patrons,  and  would  result  in  no  material  loss  of  revenue.  Re 
Purdy   (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915B,  198. 

4.  Eoccess  train  fares. 

,  251.  An  order  permitting  steam  railroads  to  charge  train  fares  in 
excess  of  ticket  rates  collected  from  passengers  not  provided  with 
tickets  who  have  had  reasonable  opportunity  to  purchase  them  was 
made  inapplicable  to  electric  and  interurban  lines.  Re  Additional 
••Train  Fares"  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  93. 

/.  Natural  gaa. 

1,  In  general. 

252.  Rates  voluntarily  established,  up<m  a  change  from  an  artificial 
to  a  natural  gas  service,  by  a  gas  c(»npany  serving  several  oommuni- 
ties,  will  npt,  after  only  eleven  noonths'  operation,  be  increased  by  the 
Commission  in  one  particular  community  upon  the  showing  that  lor 
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such  a  period  ^e  rates  as  appUeable  to  that  locality  may  not  have 
yielded  the  anticipated  revenue.  Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Go.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  197. 

253.  A  natural  gas  company  was  allowed  to  put  into  effect  a  sched- 
ule of  increased  rates,  where  it  appeared  that  returns  from  the  exist- 
ing charges  were  insufficient  to  yield  a  fair  return,  and  that  committees 
of  citizens  appointed  by  the  mayors  and  common  councils  of  the  two 
cities  affected  had  agreed  to  the  proposed  schedules,  and  that  the  mayor 
and  common  council  of  one  of  the  cities  and  the  citizens'  committee 
of  the  other  had  requested  the  establishment  of  such  schedule.  Re  In- 
diana Gaslight  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1015A,  37* 

254.  Rates  to  consumers  of  natural  gas  should,  if  possible,  be  fixed 
so  as  to  provide  for  the  company  the  amount  of  revenue  reasonably 
necessary  to  meet  its  needs,  but  should  not  be  so  high  as  to  discourage 
or  diminish  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  a  fuel.  Landon  y.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

256.  Rates  established  by  the  Kansas  Commission  to  be  paid  a  pro- 
ducing natural  gas  company  were  predicated  on  the  maintenance  of  the 
quality  of  gas  supplied  at  substantially  the  same  standard  theretofore 
maintained  by  the  company,  since  a  rate  fixed  for  gas  of  a  certain 
quality  might  be  too  high  if  the  standard  were  materially  reduced. 
Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

256.  An  equitable  minimum  monthly  charge  should  be  provided  for 
in  fixing  a  natural  gas  rate  schedule  on  the  ground  of  the  company's 
preparedness  and  readiness  to  serve.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

257.  A  uniform  minimum  monthly  charge  of  50  cents  was  fixed  as  the 
amqunt  which  should  be  paid  throughout  the  territory  served  by  natural 
gas  companies,  and  collections  on  account  of  such  charge  were  ordered 
retained  in  full  by  the  distributing  companies.  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

258.  A  natural-gas  rate  schedule  was  approved,  containing  a  minimum 
charge  of  50  cents  for  each  calendar  month  or  part  thereof.  Re  Oblong 
Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.3915A,  598. 

2,  Classes  of  service. 

258a.  A  higher  rate  cannot  be  charged  Vor  natural  gas  used  in  the 
operation  of  gas  engines  merely  on  the  theory  of  the  value  of  the  serv- 
ice to  the  consumer.    Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

258b.  Gas  used  for  industrial  fuel  may  be  supplied  at  a  lower  rate 
than  that  charged  for  gas  used  for  other  purposes,  where  delivered  at  a 
time  when  the  minimum  load  is  being  carried,  when  it  can  be  trans- 
ported without  interference  with  other  business,  and  when  the  carrying 
G^stem  would  otherwise  be  partly  idle,  time  and  condition  of  delivery 
furnishing  a  sound  and  proper  basis  for  classification  of  the  service. 
Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916E,  763. 

258c.  A  higher  rate  should  not  be  charged  for  natural  gas  used  fmr 
cooking  and  lighting  than  that  used  for  other  purposes  on  the  theory 
that  it  is  worth  proportionately  very  much  more  per  unit  for  co<^ing 
and  lighting  purposes  than  for  heating,  since  the  value  of  the  service  to 
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the  consumer,  taking  into  consideration  the  use  to  which  it  is  applied, 
is  not  a  proper  basis  of  rate  making.  Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  763. 

258d.  A  classified  scliedule  of  natural-gas  rates  for  commercial  uses  to 
large  consumers  was  ordered  to  become  eflfectiye  when  approved  by 
the  Commission,  subject  to  the  qualification  that  the  anticipated  de- 
mand that  would  thus  be  created  should  not  be  so  great  as  to  endan- 
ger the  supply  of  gas  to  domestic  consumers.  Re  Oblong  Gas  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  598. 

258e.  An  increase  in  rates  for  natural  gas  for  domestic  and  gas  engine 
use  was  allowed  in  a  certain  serrice  zone,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
serving the  supply,  especially  during  cold-weather  periods  when  the 
supply  is  limited,  by  preventing  reckless  and  extravagant  use  already 
threatening  the  existence  of  the  business  and  the  interests  of  the  citi- 
zens dependent  thereon;  it  appearing  that  the  increase  was  reason- 
able, that  a  pro  rata  increase  in  the  gross  earnings  would  not  result, 
and  that  the  revenue  of  the  company  would  not  be  greatly  curtail^  by 
the  lessened  demand,  that  the  investment  of  the  stockholders  would  be 
temporarily  protected,  and  that  a  similar  increase  in  rates  in  another 
zone  had  conserved  the  supply  and  made  the  load  more  even,  thus  af- 
fording better  service  at  less  cost.  Re  Oblong  Gaa  Co.  (Ill)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  598. 

g.  Railroads, 

1,  in  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1088. 
Right  of  terminal  railroads  to  have  joint  rates  with  other  railr9ads 
with  which  it  connects,  see  Cabbiebs,  5. 

259.  The  Commission  in  establishing  a  rate,  in  place  of  a  statutory 
rate  which  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  had  adjudged  to  be  non- 
compensatory upon  the  appeal  of  two  carriers,  made  the  new  rate 
apply  also  to  a  third  carrier  which  had  not  appealed,  on  the  ground 
that  rates  should  be  uniform  as  to  all  carriers.  Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates 
(X.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190.  x 

260.  A  railroad  company  having  been  ordered  to  revise  its  schedule 
of  rates  in  which  certain  through  fares  were  greater  than  the  aggregate 
of  the  intermediate  fares  will  not  be  permitted  to  increase  such  inter* 
mediate  fares  if  they  are  not  in  themselves  unreasonably  low,  and  if  the 
aggregate  of  such  intermediate  fares  is  not  unreasonably  low  for  the 
service  between  more  distant  points.  Re  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  654. 

261.  Under  the  express  exception  to  the  rule  of  the  North  Carolina 
Commission  providing  for  the  use  of  the  same  freight  rates  on  connect- 
ing railroads  managed,  controlled,  or  owned  by  one  company  "unless 
otherwise  specified,"  the  Commission  can  authorize  one  road  to  charge 
higher  rates  than  the  other  where  it  appears,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, that  it  is  just  and  reasonable  that  it  do  so.  Howard  v.  Black 
MounUin  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1915F,  908. 
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262.  Ib  detennining  the  reasom^lenees  of  railroad  commutation  rates 
within  a  state,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  entire  net  revenue 
of  the  railroad,  from  whatever  source  derived,  whether  passenger,  freight, 
ex]H«e8,  or  investments,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it  is  making  a 
reasonable  profit  upon  its  entire  system  therein.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
V.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915D,  398  (S.  C.  126  Md.  69,  94  Atl.  330). 

263.  Railroad  passenger  rates  cannot  be  said  to  be  unreasonably  high 
for  the  density  of  traffic,  where  it  appears  that  the  trains  on  the  line 
over  which  the  rates  complained  of  are  in  effect  earn  no  more  than  the 
general  average  of  all  trains  in  the  state,  and  require  a  greater  num- 
ber of  cars  and  a  greater  number  of  passengers  per  mile,  and  where 
the  existing  rates  are  approximately  30  per  cent  lower  than  the  aver- 
age rates  for  all  passenger  traffic  in  the  state.  San  Mateo  Ck>unty 
DeTclopment  Asso  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  960. 

264.  A  railroad  company  fairly  sustains  the  burden  of  justifying  an 
increase  in  intrastate  passenger  tariffs  of  one-way  fares  estimated  to 
yield  an  additional  revenue  of  $140,000,  where  it  appears  that  upon 

'  its  property  investment  as  shown  by  its  books,  a  6  per  cent  return  would 
require  a  net  revenue  of  over  $4,000,000  more  than  its  net  revenue  for 
the  last  financial  year,  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  exceeding  twice  the 
amount  of  the  estimated  increase  from  the  proposed  rate  advances, 
together  with  certain  other  advances  recently  made  effective.  Railroad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

265.  The  necessity  of  meeting  street  railway  competition  and  other 
local  conditions  by  the  introduction  of  special  tickets  between  certain 
points,  at  some  concession  from  the  regular  fare,  was  recognized  in  a 
determination  of  reasonable  railroad  passenger  fares,  in  which  the 
rate  for  each  class  of  tickets  was  fixed,  as  far  as  practicable,  upon  a 
uniform  mileage  basis.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
362. 

266.  The  limits  of  a  suburban  zone  within  which  a  railroad  company 
was  authorized  to  charge  2  cents  per  mile  in  computing  one-way  pas- 
senger fares  were  defined  to  include  each  station  on  its  lines  within  15 
miles  of  its  terminal  station,  it  appearing  that  such  zone  limits  had 
extended  to  varying  distances  on  its  various  lines.  Railroad  Pass. 
Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1015B,  362. 

267.  The  Conunission  refused  to  construe  an  explanatory  clause  of  a 
railroad  tariff  in  favor  of  a  complainant  shipper,  where  a  different  con- 
struction placed  upon  it  by  the  railroad  company  had  been  acquiesced 
in  by  shippers  for  a  number  of  years,  merely  on  the  ground  that  the 
clause  was  ambiguous.  Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  149. 

268.  A  rule  fixing  the  basis  for  rates  to  be  applied  on  shipments 
returned  to  the  shipper  at  the  point  of  origin  is  inapplicable  to  a  ship- 
ment not  returned  to  the  point  of  origin.  Parlin  &,  O.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  A  S.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  460. 

269.  A  reasonable  increase  over  a  freight  rate  allowed  in  a  previous 
order  for  a  strictly  one-line  haul  may  be  allowed  in  a  rate  which  is 
to  apply  alike,  whether  for  one-line  haul  or  more.  Lake  Shore  Stone  Co. 
▼.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  763. 
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270.  The  question  of  the  burden  of  proof  does  not  enter  into  the  in- 
vestigation of  existing  passenger  rates,  where  the  Commission  is  en- 
deavoring to  get  the  facts  which  will  show  the  reasonableness  or  war 
reasonableness  of  suoh  rates.  Be  Argentine  &  G.  P.  R.  Go.  (Golo.) 
P.U.R.1916G,  78. 

2,  Relation  between  interstate  and  intrastate  fares. 
Apportionment  to  determine  propriety  of  intrastate  farea^  see  Appoh- 

TIONMENT,  12. 
Order  of  Commission  relative  to,  as  burden  on  interstate  commerce,  see 
Interstate  Gommebce,  11. 

271.  The  lowering  of  intrastate  passenger  rates  does  not  necessarily 
require  the  reduction  of  interstate  tariffs,  since  the  two  services  are 
radically  different,  and  the  one  is  by  no  means  a  conclusive  measure  of 
the  other.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915D,  398  (S.  C.  126 
Md.  69,  94  Atl.  330). 

S,  Excess  train  fares* 

272.  Common  carriers  have  the  legal  right  in  California  to  charge 
passengers  who  board  trains -without  providing  themselves  with  tickets 
in  case  they  have  had  opportunity  to  do  so,  an  excess  fare  or  something 
more  than  the  ticket  rates,  where  the  carriers  have  filed  with  the 
Commission,  in  accordance  with  §  14  of  the  Public  Utilities  act,  a 
schedule  of  fares  and  regulations  providing  for  such  additional  charge, 
although  there  is  no  statute  expressly  authorizing  them  to  collect 
additional  train  fares  under  such  circumstances.  Re  Additional  '^rain 
Fares"  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  93. 

273.  Excess  fares  or  train  rates  should  be  collected  from  passengers 
who,  without  reasonable  excuse,  board  trains  without  having  purchased 
tickets,  provided  carriers  have  the  right,  under  the  law,  to  collect  such 
excess  fares;  since  the  primary  object  of  charging  train  rates,  in  excess 
of  ticket  rates,  is  to  induce  passengers  to  purchase  tickets  so  as  to 
enable  conductors  to  have  time  to  devote  to  the  proper  and  safe  han- 
dling of  their  trains.  Re  Additional  **Train  Fares"  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
93. 

274.  Train  fares,  in  excess  of  ticket  rates  collected  from  passengers 
not  provided  with  tickets  who  have  had  reasonable  opportunity  to 
purchase  them,  should  be  considered  a  penalty  and  retained  by  the 
carrier  rather  than  refunded  by  means  of  a  refund  check.  Re  Addi- 
tional "Train  Fares"  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  93. 

4,  Kinds  and  classes  of  railroads. 

275-280.  Short  line  carriers  should  be  allowed  somewhat  higher  rates 
than  are  allowed  the  trunk  lines.  Re  Class  "P"  Rates  (Ga.)  P.UJl. 
1936B,  1076. 

281.  Railroad  rates  for  service  rendered  between  points  on  a  branch 
line,  the  operation  of  which  is  surrounded  by  peculiar  conditions,  should 
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be  adjusted  with  regard  to  those  conditions.    Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery 
Co.  V.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  1079. 

282.  The  California  Commission  does  not  favor  a  policy  of  fixing 
rates  for  a  branch  line  on  a  lower  basis  than  those  existing  on  the 
main  line,  although  when  a  branch  line  is  constructed  by  a  large  sys- 
tem, the  road  building  it  does  not  ordinarily  expect  it  to  pay  operat- 
ing expenses  and  a  reasonable  return  on  the  investment.  Re  Peninsular 
R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  763. 

283.  Neither  equity  nor  public  policy  requires  that  a  new  railroad 
constructed  under  great  difficulties  to  develop  sparsely  settled  terri- 
tory should  be  required  to  operate,  as  soon  as  constructed,  on  the  ex- 
tremely low  rates  of  an  established  connecting  railroad  operating  at 
tlie  lowest  relative  expense,  where  such  rates  will  not  yield  a  reasonable 
return  to  the  new  company,  since  equity  demands  such  a  return,  and  a 
denial  thereof  will  discourage  the  development  of  other  territory.  How- 
ard v.  Black  Mountain  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1916F,  908. 

5.  Kinds  and  classes  of  service* 
(a)   United  States  mail. 

284.  An  arrangement  with  the  Federal  government  which  compels 
the  railroad  companies  to  handle  all  increases  in  the  mail  ousiness  for 
a  four-year  period  without  remuneration  constitutes  to  that  extent  an 
unjust  burden  upon  ordinary  intrastate  traffic.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  362. 

(b)   Transportation  and  storage  of  explosives, 

285.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  substitute  for  its  exist- 
ing tariff  covering  the  charges  for  storage  of  explosives,  a  new  tariff 
consisting  of  extracts  taken  from  the  regulations  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  which  provides  that  in  case  explosives  or  articles 
are  not  removed  by  the  consignee  from  the  carrier's  premises  within 
forty-eight  hours  after  notice  ol  arrival,  they  must  be  disposed  of  by 
return  to  the  shipper,  or  by  storage  at  the  expense  of  the  owner  at 
certain  prescribed  rates,  or  by  sale,  or,  when  necessary  for  safety, 
by  destruction  under  supervision  of  a  competent  person.  Re  Chicago, 
St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  881. 

(o)  RC'icing  oofrs. 

286.  A  railroad  company,  in  arriving  at  a  reasonable  charge  for  re- 
icing  detained  refrigerator  cars,  is  entitled  to  include  in  the  costs  the 
customary  company  freight  rates  for  transporting  the  ice,  only,  and  not 
the  full  commercial  rates,  where,  although  the  ice  is  transported  by  an- 
other company,  50  x>cr  cent  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  is 
owned  by  the  railroad  company.  Re  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  860. 

286a.  A  railroad  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  charge  for  re- 
icing  refrigerator  cars  on  intrastate  shipments  detained  through  fault  of 
the  shipper,  from  $5  to  $10  a  day,  where  it  appeared  that  the  former 
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charge   did  not  cover  the  actual  cost  of  rendering  the  Bervioe.     Be 
Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  860. 

(d)  Switching  charges. 

Order  regulating  switching  rates  rendered  by  one  railroad  company  to 
another  as  a  denial  of  due  process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  7. 

Switching  rates  voluntarily  established  by  several  railroads  not  to  be 
changed  in  proceedings  to  which  all  the  railroads  are  not  parties, 
see  Pbocedube,  3. 

287.  A  carrier  which  renders  an  additional  service  to  shippers  or  con- 
signees in  carrying  freight  from  or  to  warehouses  or  points  on  private 
or  industrial  side  tracks  for  shipment  or  delivery  is  entitled  for  such 
service  to  reasonable  compensation.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v. 
Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  355  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  491,  L.RA. 
— ,  — ,  68  So.  761). 

288.  The  service  of  delivering  freight  to  consignees  in  carloads  on 
private  or  industrial  sidings  is  a  service  wMch  may  not,  in  the  present 
state  of  the  law,  be  required  of  railroads,  nor  is  it  a  service  which  is 
forbidden.  If  the  service  is  of  benefit  to  the  patron  of  the  road,  and 
involves  some  service  and  expense  to  the  railroad,  and  forma  no  part 
of  the  traiisportation  or  haul,  but  is  in  addition  thereto,  the  railroad 
is  entitled  to  charge  for  the  service,  and  such  charge  may  not  be  con- 
fined to  the  actual  cost  of  it.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida 
East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.19J5D,  355  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  491,  L.R.A.— ,  — , 
68  So.  761). 

289.  Initial  carriers  were  ordered  to  protect  the  sum  of  the  lowest 
local  rates  or  the  sum  of  the  mileage  rates  less  10  per  cent  on  ship- 
ments moving  from  points  on  their  lines  to  points  on  connecting  lines 
via  a  certain  junction  point,  where  there  were  no  through  rates  estab- 
lished, and  to  absorb  the  switching  charges.  Railroad  Commission  ▼. 
Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  469. 

290.  The  rules  of  the  Commission  regulating  charges  on  joint  through 
shipments  where  there  is  no  establislied  joint  through  rate  contemplate 
the  absorption  of  all  interchange  charges  by  one  of  the  carriers.  Rail- 
road Commission  v.  Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  469. 

291.  A  charge  of  $1.50  was  fixed  aa  reasonable  for  the  moving  of  a 
car  which  has  been  partially  unloaded  to  another  point  where  the  un- 
loading was  to  be  completed.  Joseph  Schlitz  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  49. 

292.  Railroad  companies  furnishing  empty  cars  to  be  loaded  were  au- 
thorized to  make  an  extra  switching  charge  of  $3  per  car  for  such  serv- 
ice between  points  within  their  switching  limits  in  cities  or  at  terminals, 
where  they  receive  no  freight  revenue  in  such  districts  for  the  car  other 
than  a  switching  charge,  provided  that  lower  switching  or  intra-city  or 
intra-terminal  rates,  or  rates  for  furnishing  cars,  are  not  advanced. 
Railroad  Commission  vi  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1916E,  33. 

293.  A  railroad  company  was  anthorued  to  publigh  a  rule  with  refer- 
ence to  switching  charges  for  handling  cars,  loaded  and  empty,  where  it 
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appeared  that  the  application  was  reasonable  and  warranted  by  existins 
conditions,  the  same  to  become  effective  as  provided  in  the  order.  In 
Be  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  143. 

(e)  DiaHnfeciing  stock  cars* 

294.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company,  as  a  common  carrier,  to 
disinfect,  at  its  own  cost,  stock  cars,  yards,  and  pens,  although  such 
disinfecting  is  made  necessary  by  Federal,  state,  county,  or  municipal 
requirements.    Re  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.)   P.U.R.1915D,  227. 

295.  A  provision  in  a  railroad  company's  schedule  providing  rates 
for  disinfecting  live  stock  cars  may  be  authorized,  although  no  present 
necessity  therefor  exists.    Re  Gomph  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  222. 

296.  When  a  carrier,  complying  with  a  lawful  regulation,  is  called 
upon  to  disinfect  cars  by  reason  of  diseased  live  stock,  the  carrier  being 
in  no  way  responsible,  it  should  be  permitted  to  make  a  reasonable 
charge  therefor,  and  such  charge  should  be  paid  by  the  owner  of  the 
diseased  live  stock  transported.    Re  Gomph  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  222. 

(f)   Passenger  rates, 

297.  A  railroad  1;ariff  of  one-way  passenger  fares  was  disallowed  on  the 
ground  that  it  professed  to  be  constructed  on  a  uniform  mileage  basis, 
whereas  it  was  constructed  by  reckoning  a  fraction  of  a  mile  as  a  full 
mile,  instead  of  dealing  with  a  fraction  of  a  mile  as  such.  Railroad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

298.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  cancel  its  limited  100 
ride  tickets,  where  it  appeared  that  this  ticket  was  sold  at  the  rate 
of  li  cents  per  mile,  that  the  revenue  therefrom  was  small  and  the 
demand  slight,  and  further  that  it  was  a  hybrid  form  of  ticket  com- 
bining certain  characteristics  of  the  season  ticket  with  those  of  the 
ordinary  commutation  trip  ticket.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

299.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  continue  special  rate 
commutation  trip  tickets,  that  is,  60-ride  monthly  tickets,  at  rates 
varying  from  li  cents  to  ^  cent  per  mile  according  to  the  distances 
traveled,  on  the  ground  that  such  tickets  had  been  sanctioned  by  Iqng 
custom,  that  the  one-way  ticket,  the  mileage  ticket,  or  the  season  ticket 
would  not  furnish  all  the  varieties  of  passenger  fares  that  are  necessary 
and  reasonable,  and  that  the  total  abolition  of  the  monthly  ticket  would, 
in  many  cases,  work  considerable  hardship.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)   P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

300.  Special  rate  commutation  trip  tickets,  that  is,  60-ride  monthly 
tickets,  were  ordered  to  be  limited  to  the  use  of  the  person  named 
thereon  and  members  of  his  or  her  immediate  family,  and  also  to  be 
reasonably  limited  as  to  time,  so  that  they  should  be  good  only  within 
a  specified  period  from  the  date  of  sale.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

301.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  cancel  passenger  tariffs 
providing  for  5,  10,  12,  25,  50,  54,  and  100  ride  tickets,  and  to  sub- 
stitute therefor  a  new  tariff  of  25-ride  tickets,  good  within  a  reasonabit 
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Vmit  of  time  from  the  date  of  sale,  and  for  the  person  nimied  thereon 
and  the  members  of  his  or  her  immediate  family,  for  transportation 
between  stations  at  fares  based  on  2  cents  a  mile  per  ride,  the  minimum 
fare  to  be  $1.25,  where  it  appeared  that  the  commutation  tickets  dis- 
continued were  based  upon  rates  varying  from  less  than  }  cents  a 
mile  to  about  2f  cents  a  mile,  thus  producing  an  inequality  of  rates 
between  two  points  which  constituted  an  unjust  discrimination,  and 
where  it  appeared,  further,  that  the  uniform  mileage  rate  of  2  cents 
for  the  25-ride  ticket  would  give  the  company  a  needed  increase  in 
revenue,  and  would  represent  an  equitable  relationship  between  such 
ticket  and  the  one-way  rate  and  the  mileage  book.  Railroad  Pass. 
Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

302.  The  tariff  of  a  railroad  company  providing  for  the  cancelation  of 
5,  10,  12,  25,  50,  54,  and  100  ride  tickets,  the  computation  of  rates 
for  which  was  based  upon  varying  charges  per  mile,  and  for  the 
substitution  therefor  of  a  50-ride  ticket  based  upon  a  uniform  charge 
of  2  cents  per  mile,  was  disallowed  and  the  company  ordered  to  file 
a  new  tariff  of  25-ride  tickets,  based  upon  a  uniform  mileage  of 
2  cents  per  mile;  it  appearing  that  the  50-ride  ticket  would  involve  an 
initial  investment  by  passengers  that  might  be  prohibitive,  thus  ren- 
dering this  form  of  transportation  less  attractive  an'd  resulting  either 
in  a  diminution  oi  travel  or  in  a  larger  use  of  other  forms  of  trans- 
portation.   Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

303.  An  arrangement  of  railroad  fares  under  whoh  the  typical  one- 
way rate  was.  2^  cents,  the  mileage  rate  2i  cents,  and  the  commutation 
rate  2  cents,  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  adjustment  between  the  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  passenger  traffic,  in  an  investigation  of  proposed  changes 
in  one-way  passenger  fares.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  362. 

304.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  put  into  effect  one-way 
passenger  fares  based  on  a  uniform  charge  of  2^  cents  per  mile  outside 
the  Boston  suburban  district  and  2  cents  per  mile  within  such  district, 
such  rates  not  being  found  unjust  or  unreasonable,  where  it  appeared, 
among  other  things,  that  the  higher  cost  of  fuel  to  such  railroad  more 
than  offset  the  total  estimated  increase  in  its  revenues  from  all  recent 
advances  in  freight  and  passenger  rates,  including  those  under  con- 
sideration.   Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

305.  A  5-cent  steam  railrosMl  fare  for  a  distance  of  3^  miles  from 
the  center  of  a  city  to  a  town,  for  a  service  substantially  suburban,  was 
held  reasonable,  especially  where  it  was  in  proportion  to  its  charges 
for  greater  distances,  and  where  other  steam  railroad  companies 
charged  the  same  fare  between  the  same  points;  and  the  fact  that  an 
electric  railway  operated  on  the  zone  system  charged  a  fare  of  10  cents 
between  the  same  points  was  held  immaterial.  Jones  v.  Delaware,  L. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  94. 

306.  Commutation  passenger  rates  are  not  shown  to  be  subnormal  be- 
cause 21.4  per  cent  of  the  total  number  of  passengers  carried  use  such 
tickets  and  return  only  8.43  per  cent  of  the  revenue,  since  a  rate  is 
normal  whenever  it  pays  the  cost  of  transporting  the  user  of  the  service, 
and  contributes  its  fair  proportion  to  the  profits  of  the  company.  Be 
Passenger  Rates  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  161. 
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307.  A  railroad  company  was  not  allowed  to  cancel  its  10-ride  tickets, 
sold  on  a  iiniform  basis  of  9  times  the  local  one-way  fare,  where  it 
appeared  that  such  tickets  represented  the  only  form  of  trip  tickets 
available  on  the  lines  of  the  company,  and  that  some  form  of  such  com- 
mutation trip  ticket  was  desirable  and  a  convenience  to  passengers, 
and,  furthermore,  that  the  concession  from  the  regular  fare  was  not 
large.    Railroad  Pass.  Bate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  332. 

308.  The  Colorado  Commission  will  not  make  one  maximum  passen- 
ger ra1»  per  mile  for  the  state,  owing  to  geograj>hical  conditions,  part 
of  the  territory  being  mountainous  and  part  leveL  Re  Argentine  & 
G.  P.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

309.  The  owner  of  a  mileage  book  sold  by  a  railroad  company  oper- 
ating for  passenger  travel  in  the  mountainous  territory  of  Colorado 
should  travel  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  3  cents  a  mile,  with  certain  ex- 
ceptions, and  a  mileage  book  should  entitle  the  holder  or  any  member 
of  his  inmiediate  family  to  transportati(m  within  the  state.  Re  Argen- 
tine A  G.  P.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)   P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

310.  Mileage  books  entitling  passengers  to  travel  in  the  prairie  and 
valley  territory  of  Colorado  on  the  basis  of  2}  cents  a  mile  should  be 
good  for  the  holder  or  any  member  of  his  immediate  family,  since  the 
family  mileage  book  will  stimulate  travel  and  be  of  great  benefit  to  the 
traveling  public.    Re  Argentine  &  G.  P.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

311.  A  passenger  rate  of  5  cents  a  mile  from  Pueblo  to  Canon  City  and 
a  rate  of  4  cents  a  mile  between  Pueblo,  Walsenburg,  and  Trinidad  is 
unreasonable;  and  the  territory,  being  comparatively  level,  should  be 
served  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  3  cents  a  mile.  Re  Argentine  &  G.  P. 
R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

312.  The  maximum  rate  per  mile  for  passenger  transportation  on 
railroads  traversing  the  mountainous  area  of  Colorado  waa  fixed  by 
the  Commission  at  a  sum  of  not  to  exceed  4  cents  a  mile,  with  certain 
exceptions,  and  the  maximum  rate  for  passenger  traffic  traversing  the 
prairies  and  valleys  of  the  state  was  fixed  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed 
3  cents  per  mile,  with  the  understanding  that  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  Commission  concerning  mileage  books  should  be  strictly  observed 
by  the  companies  operating  in  this  territory.  Re  Argentine  &  G.  P.  R. 
Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 


(g)   Commodity  rates. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  freight  rates,  P.U.R.1915P,  56. 

313.  The  cost  of  the  transportation  of  a  particular  commodity  which 
must  be  considered  when  determining  whether  the  maximum  intrastate 
rates  fixed  by  the  state  for  the  carriage  of  such  commodity  are  ade- 
quate or  confiscatory  includes  all  the  outlays  which  pertain  to  such 
transportation,  there  being  no  basis  for  distinguishing  in  this  respect 
between  so-called  "out-of-pocket  costs,"  or  "actual"  expenses,  and  other 
outlays  which  are  ncme  the  less  actually  made  because  they  are  a^^li- 
cable  to  all  traffic.  Instead  of  being  exclusively  incurred  in  the  traffic 
in  question.    Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  North  DakoU,  P.U.R.1916C,  277  (S. 
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C.  236  U.  8.  685,  59  L.  ed.  736,  L.RJI.—,  — ,  36  Sup.  Ct.  R^.  429,  re- 
versing 26  N.  D.  438,  145  N.  W.  135). 

314.  A  schedule  of  maximum  rates  for  class  P  commodities  to  be 
charged  by  the  short  line  carriers  in  Georgia,  which  would  increase 
somewhat  the  rates  previously  charged,  was  authorized  by  the  Com- 
mission, it  appearing  that  such  increase  was  necessary,  due  to  the 
increased  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance.  Be  Class  "F**  Rates 
(Ga.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1075. 

315.  The  Commission  issued  a  temporary  order  permitting  alF  rail- 
road companies  to  transport  freight,  for  a  period  of  ^ixty  days,  between 
competitive  points,  by  other  than  the  most  direct  route,  at  the  legal 
rate  applicable  to  the  shortest  and  cheapest  route,  in  order  to  facili- 
tate the  prompt  movement  of  certain  commodities.  Re  Freight  Ship- 
ments (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1915A,  636. 

316.  An  exception  to  the  rule  that  all  commodities  moving  under 
class  rates  between  Kansas  points  take  the  higher  Missouri  river  rate  aa 
the  maximum,  based  upon  a  single  line  haul,  is  made  in  relation  to 
traffic  moving  between  stations  in  Kansas,  over  the  St.  Louis  &  San 
Francisco  Railroad  and  the  Kansas  City,  Clinton,  &  Springfield  Rail- 
way, so  thrit  any  class  rate  which  might  otherwise  be  higher  is  con- 
trolled by  the  rate  to  Kansas  City.  Hodges  Bros.  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F. 
R.  Co.   (Kan.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1008. 

317.  Railroads  were  ordered  to  cancel  their  tariffs  or  items  in  tariffs 
naming  a  rate  for  the  transportation  of  agricultural  limestone  or 
ground  or  natural  marl,  and  to  issue  and  make  effective  tariffs  for  such 
commodities  not  to  exceed  55  per  cent  of  the  current  sixth  class. 
Lake  Shore  Stone  Co.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  753. 

318.  Pulverized  limestone  used  exclusively  for  agricultural  purposes 
should  be  granted  a  reasonably  low  freight  rate.  Lake  Shore  Stone 
Co.  V.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  753. 

319.  Railroad  rates  for  the  transportation  of  clay  in  carload  quan- 
tities between  certain  points  were  found  to  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  and 
excessive,  where  it  appeared  that  such  rates  were  as  high  as  those  foi 
the  transportation  between  the  same  points  of  fire  and  face  brick,  manu- 
factured articles  of  greater  value  than  clay.  Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery 
Co.  V.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.lOloA,  1079. 

320.  A  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  publish  and  file  and  to  put 
into  effect  as  just  and  reasonable  a  rate  of  65  cents  per  ton  of  2,000  lbs. 
on  clay  in  carload  quantities  of  60,000  lbs.  or  more,  from  Tesla,  Wal- 
den,  and  Carnegie  to  Stockton,  California.  Carnegie  Brick *&  Pottery 
Co.  V.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

321.  A  railroad  company  should  maintain  lower  rates  between  the 
same  points  on  clay  than,  it  maintains  on  fire  and  face  brick,  these 
being  manufactured  articles  of  somewhat  greater  value  than  clay,  d^ame- 
gie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

322.  Brick  is  a  low-grade  commodity,  which  should  move  according 
to  substantially  the  same  rules  and  under  the  same  conditions  thai 
are  accorded  to  commodities  of  similar  character  and  grade.  Hodges 
Bros.  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1008. 

323.  A  complaint  that  a  rate  of  6i  cents  on  brick  in  carload  lotoi 
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from  points  in  the  southern  Kansas  gas  belt  to  Stanley,  is  unjust  and 
discriminatory,  was  dismissed,  as  to  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, on  the  ground  that  the  movement  through  Kansas  to  Stanley,  aa 
a  point  of  destination,  over  any  portion  of  the  company's  lines  would 
constitute  a  three  line  movement.  Hodges  Bros.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F 
R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1008. 

324.  The  rate  upon  brick  in  carload  lots  from  points  of  origin  in  the 
southern  Kansas  gas  belt,  over  the  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Rail* 
road  and  the  Kansas  City,  Clinton,  &  Springfield  Railway,  should  not 
exceed  the  rate  from  the  same  points  to  Kansas  City,  or  5  cents  per  100 
pounds,  although  constituting  a  two-line  haul.  Hodges  Bros.  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1008. 

325.  A  rate  of  72  cents  per  ton  for  transporting  sand  and  gravel  42 
miles  was  held  to  be  unreasonable,  and  railroads  were  ordered  to  put 
into  effect,  as  sufiiciently  low,  a  joint  through  rate  of  52  cents  per 
ton,  where  the  transportation  involved  two  lines  and  an  expensive  and 
congested  terminal,  and  the  location  of  the  source  of  the  commodity 
necessitated  the  furnishing  of  empty  cars  so  that  one  half  the  entire 
movement  and  expense  incident  thereto  produced  no  revenue,  although 
the  commodity  could  be  moved  at  comparatively  small  expense  and 
under  conditions  favorable  to  the  railroads.  Cadillac  Sand  &  Gravel  Co. 
V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915F,  49. 

826.  Low  rates  will  not  be  given  road-making  materials,  on  the  theory 
that  railroads  may  enjoy  increased  traffic  from  larger  crops  due  to 
the  greater  ease  at  which  they  are  moved  to  market  over  good  roada, 
since  highways  invite  competition  in  transportation.  Cadillac  Sand  & 
Gravel  Co.  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915F,  49. 

327.  The  Commission  dismissed  a  petition  for  the  reduction  as  un- 
reasonable of  the  rate  on  beer,  refusing  to  allow  a  lower  rate  on  that 
commodity  than  upon  others,  such  as  fruit,  vegetables,  butter,  eggs,  etc., 
most  generally  used  by  the  public,  for  all  of  which  a  commodity  or  class 
rate  had  been  established  by  order  No.  1693,  March  12,  1914.  Alex- 
andria Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Express  Co.'s  (La.)   P.U.R.1915A,  458. 

328.  Freight  rates  on  fruits,  raelona,  and  vegetables  transported  in 
small  quantities  over  any  single  railroad  line  to  points  of  concentration 
from  points  distant  50  miles  or  less  were  reduced  to  5c  per  100  pounds, 
to  induce  concentration  for  reshipment  in  carload  lots;  it  being  pro< 
vided,  however,  that  reshipment  from  points  on  certain  specified  railroad 
lines  shall  be  made  over  the  reapective  lines  of  the  first  movement.  Re 
Amendment  to  Commodity  Tariff  No.  31-A   (Tex.)   P.U.R.1915A,  721. 

329.  The  Commission  refused  to  allow  a  railroad  company  to  increase 
its  rate  on  cotton  and  cotton  linters  from  Calexico  to  Los  Angeles  and 
San  Pedro  from  40  cents  to  50  cents  per  100  pounds.  Re  Southern  P. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  850. 

330.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  increase  the  minimum 
carload  rate  on  uncompressed  cotton  from  Calexico  and  Glamis  to  San 
Francisco,  and  from  Glamis  to  Los  Angeles  and  San  Pedro,  from  16,000 
to  20,000  pounds,  upon  condition  that  the  rate  on  uncompressed  cotton 
from  Glamis  to  San  Pedro  and  Los  Angelee  be  reduced  from  50  cents 
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to  40  cents  per    100    pounds,    concurrently    with  tlie  increase  in  the 
minimum  carload  weight.    Re  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  850. 

331.  A  rate  on  slack,  nut,  and  pea  coal  from  Pitt&burg,  Kansas,  to 
Concordia,  Kansas,  composed  by  adding  the  Kansas  local  distance  rate 
of  20  cents  per  ton  from  Abilene  to  Concordia  to  the  carrier's  voluntary 
rate  of  $1  per  ton  from  Pittsburg  to  Abilene,  and  involving  only  intra- 
state commerce.,  is  not  unreasonable,  unjust,  or  oppressive.  Union  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  377  (S.  C.  95  Kan. 
604,  148  Pac.  067). 

332.  In  determining  what  is  a  reasonable  intrastate  rate  for  the 
transportation  of  coal,  the  Commission  gave  consideration  to  the  fact 
that  it  was  the  public  policy  of  the  state  to  encourage  the  production 
of  such  commodity,  although  it  had  no  right  to  establish  a  rate  less 
than  reasonable  merely  to  build  up  a  local  enterprise.  Re  Lignite  Coal 
Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190. 

333.  A  state  rate  for  lignite  coal  cannot  be  shown  to  be  unreasonably 
low  by  comparison  with  rates  on  ordinary  bituminous  coal  in  other 
states,  where  the  lignite  coal  is  a  low  grade  product  with  not  more  than 
one  half  of  the  heat-giving  qualities  of  ordinary  bituminous  coal,  and 
therefore  should  be  transported  at  a  materially  lower  rate  than  ordinary 
bituminous  coal.    Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190. 

334.  A  schedule  of  rates  for  the  transportation  of  lignite  coal,  estab- 
lished by  the  North  Dakota  Commission  on  the  theory  that  carriers 
should  obtain  needed  additional  revenue  from  long  hauls,  was  abro- 
gated and  a  schedule  substituted  decreasing  the  abrogated  rates  for 
long  hauls  and  increasing  the  rates  for  short  hauls,  where  the  former 
rates  would  operate  to  confine  each  mine  to  its  immediate  locality  in 
the  sale  and  distribution  of  its  product,  and  would  not  permit  free 
competition  at  points  which  should  be  competitive.  Re  Lignite  Coal 
Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  190. 

335.  The  North  Dakota  Commission  established  a  schedule  of  rates 
for  single  and  joint  hauls  of  lignite  coal,  by  fixing  charges  for  gradu- 
ated distances  over  the  lines  of  a  single  carrier,  and  by  providing  that 
80  per  cent  of  the  combined  single  rates  should  be  charged  for  a  joint 
haul,  on  the  theory  that  the  public  interest  demanded  that  the  railroads 
should  join  in  forming  necessary  through  routes,  and  that  each  road 
and  the  producers  located  thereon  are  not  entitled  to  any  exclusive 
privileges  in  the  territory  of  that  particular  road,  although  the  rail- 
roads objected  to  the  application  of  the  continuous  mileage  basis.  Re 
Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  190. 

h,  Setcera. 

336.  That  sewer  rates  are  excessive  cannot  be  determined  by  the 
fact  that  they  are  higher  than  water  rates  in  the  same  town,  even 
though  the  sewer  utility  is  not  burdened  with  the  great  cost  of  water 
distribution,  where  the  sewer  utility  serves  relatively  few  persons  while 
the  water  company  serves  practically  the  entire  community  and  has 
much  larger  net  earnings.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah 
Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915F,  96. 

337.  The  fact  that  the  amount  paid  for  sewer  service  to  one  build- 
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ing  is  a  relatively  large  gnm  and  in  excess  of  the  charges  for  water 
and  electric  light  was  held  not  to  indicate  that  the  sewer  rate  was 
excessive,  where  the  building  waa  earning  much  more  in  proportion  to 
its  actual  present  value  than  the  sewer  plant.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.   (Nev.)   P.U.R.1915F,  95. 

338.  The  fact  that  sewer  charges  for  one  building  amount  to  11  per 
cent  of.  the  total  revenue  of  the  sewer  utility  is  immaterial  upon  the 
question  whether  the  sewer  rate  is  excessive,  particularly  where  tlic 
building  is  an  exceptionally  large  office  building  and  there  is  no  show- 
ing that  it  pays  any  more  in  proportion  to  the  service  it  receives  than 
others  who  receive  service.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah 
Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  95. 

339.  That  a  sewer  utility,  by  not  obtaining  information  as  to  ten- 
ants occupying  the  houses  it  serves,  permits  them  to  move  away  leaving 
unpaid  bills  for  service,  is  immaterial  in  determining  whether  its  rate 
is  excessive.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage 
Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916F,  95. 

i.  Shipping, 

340.  The  burden  of  establishing  the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  in- 
crease of  shipping  rates  due  to  the  added  cost  of  operation  occasioned 
by  increases  in  internal  revenue  taxes  is  not  discharged  by  mere  expres- 
sions of  opinion  that  the  proposed  increase  will  mdre  or  less  compensate 
for  the  increase  of  cost  of  operation  due  to  such  legislation.  Re 
Philippine  Shipowners*  Asso.  (P.  I.))  P.U.R.1916C,  724. 


i.  Street  railways, 

1.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1086. 
To  be  charged  by  street  railway  company  to  interurban  company  using 
its  tracks,  see  Intercorporate  Relations,  11-15. 

341.  The  reasonable  rate  of  a  street  railroad  company  cannot  be  re- 
duced merely  on  the  theory  that  it  will  result  in  the  development  of 
the  community  served.  Nutting  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  171. 

342.  In  a  case  in  which  a  city  complains  that  the  6-cent  fare  of  a 
street  railway  company  is  burdensome  and  unreasonable,  there  are  no 
preliminary  considerations  by  which  to  determine  whether  such  rate  is, 
in  or  of  itself,  or  as  applied  to  the  community  in  general,  unreason- 
able or  unjust.    Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

343.  A  street  car  company  was  authorized  to  obtain  increased  earn- 
ings by  increasing  the  cash  fare  from  5  to  6  cents  and  also  by  increas- 
ing the  rate  for  tickets,  rather  than  by  a  flat  rate  of  5  cents  without 
reduced  ticket  rates,  where  the  first  plan  would  not  produce  unrea- 
sonable earnings,  and  it  was  not  unreasonable  to  charge  the  casual 
rider,  mostly  summer  resort  visitors,  who  pay  cash,  more  than  the 
regular  rider,  who  uses  tickets,  and  a  5-oent  fare  would  be  available  to 
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patrons  through  the  investment  of  a  dollar  in  the  purchase  of  tickets. 
New  Bedford  k  O.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915F,  264. 

344.  The  order  of  the  Commission  made  on  August  23,  1912  (10  Wis. 
R.  C.  R.  1,  305),  that  the  Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  t  Light  Com- 
pany and  its  allied  companies  discontinue  a  ticket  rate  of  25  for  $1,  and 
substitute  therefor  a  ticket  rate  of  13  for  50  cents,  was  rescinded  as 
unreasonable,  it  appearing  from  an  analysis  of  the  capital  fuscount, 
operating  expenses,  and  fixed  charges  that  there  was  a  failure  of  the 
companies  to  maintain  the  ordinary  growth  of  their  gross  and  net 
revenues  during  the  last  three  years,  due  to  causes  wholly  beyond  their 
control,  the  net  revenue  resulting  from  the  rates  established  by  the 
Commission  producing  a  return  of  9.87  per  cent  in  1912,  7.29  per  cent  in 
1913,  and  5.45  per  cent  in  1914  upon  the  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
based  on  the  Commission's  engineers'  appraisal  of  the  urban  railway  sys- 
tem, and  a  return  of  2.16  per  cent  in  1912,  3.77  per  cent  in  1913,  and 
2.28  per  cent  in  1914  upon  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  of  the  suburban 
railway,  and  a  return  of  7.21  per  cent  in  3912,  6.14  per  cent  in  1913, 
and  4.47  per  cent  in  1914,  on  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  of  the  com- 
bined urban  and  suburban  systems,  showing  a  considerably  lower  net 
return  on  the  investment  than  the  rates  or  costs  at  which  it  is  well 
known  that  capital  for  similar  undertakings  can  in  the  long  run 
1)6  had.    Woehsner  v.  Milwaukee  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  270.     . 

2,  Rush  hour  rates. 

345.  The  mere  fact  that  a  street  railway  company  is  earning  an  ex- 
cessive rate  of  return  upon  a  valuation  of  its  property  used  in  serving 
the  public  does  not  justify  the  Commission  in  ordering  a  reduction  from 
a  5-cent  to  a  3-cent  fare  during  rush  hours,  unless  such  excess  is 
shown  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount  of  probable  loss  caused  by 
such  reduction.    Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

8.  Transfers. 

346.  A  street  railway  company  was  not  justified  in  charging  for 
transfers  where  the  total  length  of  ride  secured  by  the  privilege  was  no 
longer  than  the  ride  secured  by  the  payment  of  a  single  fare  upon  other 
parts  of  the  system  where  cars  are  routed  through.  Re  Norfolk  &  B. 
Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

347.  Two  street  railway  companies  operating  within  a  city  were 
ordered  to  establish  a  joint  fare  of  5  cents  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers  within  ihe  city  limits,  by  giving  and  honoring  free  transfers, 
upon  a  finding  by  the  Commission  of  a  public  need  for  free  transfers, 
and  that  such  requirement  would  not  unduly  reduce  the  earnings  of 
the  companies  as  to  be  unjust  to  them  or  as  to  be  against  the  public 
interest.  Green  Bay  v.  Bay  Shore  Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
619. 

348.  A  system  providing  transfers  to  intersecting  or  connecting  lines 
so  as  to  transport  passengers  by  a  continuous  trip  for  a  single  fare  to 
any  point  on  the  railroad  company's  system  within  the  city,  requiring 
passengers  to  use  such  transfers  with  no  more  delay  than  necessary  to 
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board  the  first  car  passing  each  transfer  point  on  which  he  may  be 
able  to  obtain  passage,  and  giving  the  passenger  the  privilege  of  choos- 
ing the  lines  over  which  he  desires  to  be  carried  only  when  he  selects  the 
shortest  possible  route,  was  held  satisfactory.  West  End  Business 
Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  CJo.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916D,  482. 

4,  Coupon   hoolcs. 

349.  Permission  was  granted  a  street  railway  to  sell  coupon  books  of 
tickets  for  $2.70  each,  good  for  40  rides  to  and  from  a  point  in  a  10-oent 
zone,  reducing  the  single  fare  to  6}  cents.  Re  Thomas  (Ariz.)  P.UJl. 
1915A,  673. 

360.  Upon  granting  permission  to  an  interurban  railway  company 
to  lease  certain  of  its  competing  city  lines  to  a  street  railway  com- 
pany, the  interurban  company  was  authorized  to  cancel  a  rate  of  26 
trips  for  $1  ^  view  of  the  extension  of  transfer  privileges  and  the 
approval  of  t£e  city  authorities.  Re  Central  California  Traction  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  424. 

361.  An  order  of  the  Commission  of  August  23,  1912  (10  Wis.  R. 
C.  R.  1,  306),  that  a  railway  company  discontinue  a  ticket  rate  of  26 
for  $1;  and  sell  tickets  in  packages  of  13  for  60  cents,  was  intended  to 
abolish  a  former  rate,  and  to  establish  a  new  rate  of  13  for  60  cents  in 
connection  with  an  existing  rate  of  6  for  26  cents,  rather  than  to 
establish  a  rate  of  26  tickets  for  $1.  Woehsner  v.  Milwaukee  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  270. 

362.  It  was  the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  order  entered  in  this  case  on 
the  30th  day  of  January,  1916,  also  to  rescind  such  part  of  any  orders 
of  the  Commission  entered  in  the  case  of  Cusick  v.  Milwaukee  Electric 
R.  &  Light  Co.  10  Wis.  R.  C.  R.  314,  Koenig  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  ^ 
Light  Co.  10  Wis.  R.  C.  R.  337,  and  East  Milwaukee  v.  Milwaukee  Elec- 
tric R.  A  Light  Co.  10  Wis.  R.  C.  R.  368,  as  might  otherwise  require  the 
Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  &  Light  Company  or  the  Milwaukee  Light, 
Heat,  ft  Traction  Company  to  discontinue  the  ticket  rate  for  fare  within 
the  single-fare  limits  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee  existing  on  August  23, 
1912,  or  to  sell  tickets  in  packages  of  13  for  50  cents.  Woehsner  v.  Mil- 
waukee (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  837. 

5.  Zone  fares, 

363.  The  practice  of  a  street  railway  company  requiring  the  use  of 
identilication  slips  for  passengers  traveling  to  and  from  ^*lapover''  ter^ 
ritory  between  fare  zones  was  held  to  be  a  proper  regulation.  Nutting 
V.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915C.  171. 

364.  The  mere  fact  that  a  fare-zone  limit  in  either  direction  is  fixed 
at  a  point  other  than  the  boundary  line  of  a  municipality  is  not  a 
sufficient  ground  in  itself  upon  which  to  base  a  determination  of  injus- 
tice, unreasonableness,  or  discrimination.  Lippincott  v.  Public  Serv- 
ice R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  794. 

366.  The  Commission  cannot  determine  the  reasonableness  of  a  6-cent 
fare  zone  limit  without  evidence  of  the  profit  derived  by  the  company 
from  the  operation  of  its  railway;   since  the  return  upon  the  capita] 
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invested  and  the  necessity  of  permitting  a  carrier  to  make  provision 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  plant,  is  one  of  the  most  important  factors 
of  the  problem  of  determining  reasonable  rates.  Ldppincott  y.  Public 
Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  794. 

356.  The  Commission  refused  to  reduce  the  fare  of  a  street  railway 
from  10  cents  to  5  cents  to  and  from  a  point  three  quarters  of  a  mile 
beyond  a  5-cent  zone,  where,  in  order  to  do  so,  the  entire  scheme  of 
rates  would  require  readjustment,  especially  where  the  company  offered 
40  ride  ticket  books  at  a  price  which  would  reduce  a  single  fare  to  6} 
cents.    Re  Thomas  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  673. 

1c,  Telephones, 

1.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases   dealing  with  telephone  rates,  P.UJL1916E,  1102; 

P.U.R.1915F,  1096. 
Necessity  of  valuing  the  property  of  a  telephone  company  for  .fixing 

switching  charge  for  rural  subscribers  who  maintain  their  own  lines, 

see  Valuation,  7. 

357.  In  order  to  relieve  from  discrimination  in  tdephone  rates  and 
to  establish  uniformity  in  the  method  of  applying  the  rates,  the  Com- 
mission ordered  the  establishment  of  a  definite  radius  from  the  cen- 
tral office  within  the  area  of  which  similar  rates  should  be  charged  for 
similar  service  and  beyond  which  other  uniform  rates  should  apply, 
based  upon  the  distance  beyond  the  established  radius  at  which  the 
subscriber  may  be  located  whether  within  or  without  the  city  boundary. 
Corona  v.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014. 

368.  The  proper  basis  of  telephone  rates  to  be  established  for  ex- 
changes in  two  cities,  and  for  intercommunication  between  them,  was 
held  to  be  a  separate  schedule  for  each  exchange  with  a  toll  rate  be- 
tween the  two  exchanges,  although  the  cities  were  located  in  elose 
proximity  to  each  other.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  731. 

359.  In  the  absence  of  any  complaint  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  pro- 
posed new  classifications  and  rates  of  a  telephone  company,  involving  no 
increases  in  charges,  they  will  become  effective  in  Illinois  thirty  days 
after  a  schedule  of  the  same  shall  have  been  filed  with  the  Commission 
and  posted  and  published  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  public 
utilities  law.  Re  Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
34. 

360.  It  is  unfair  to  attempt  any  comparison  between  rates  charged 
by  a  company  furnishing  telephone  service  upon  a  commercial  basis 
and  ineluding  presumably  a  reasonable  allowance  for  interest  on  capital 
invested  and  for  depreciation  of  the  property,  and  the  minimum  an- 
nual cash  disbursement  at  which  farmers  can  secure  grounded  line  tele- 
phone service  with  an  excessive  number  of  subscribers  on  the  line,  and 
with  no  allowance  made  for  depreciation  or  interest  or  for  tiie  labor 
required  to  keep  up  the  line.  Re  Grange  Hall  Farmers'  Tcl^h.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  694. 
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361.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  permit  a  telephone  company 
to  establish  a  rate  for  certain  classes  of  service  which  it  may  vary  at 
its  discretion  from  year  to  year  in  accordance  with  the  needs  of  the 
company,  while  other  rates  remained  fixed.  Re  Cuba  City  Teleph.  Exch. 
Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915F,  213. 

362.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  will  not  establish  rates  for  rural 
telephone  service  on  metallic  lines  of  less  than  $15  per  year,  merely 
because  of  the  fact  that  telephone  companies  in  other  parts  of  the  state 
and  other  parts  of  the  country  are  furnishing  good  service  at  a  lower 
rate,  where,  from  an  investigation  of  the  cost  of  telephone  service  in  a 
great  many  cases,  the  Commission  has  not  found  an  instance  in  which 
unlimited  service  is  furnished  to  rural  subscribers  over  large  systems 
the  lines  of  which  are  metallic  and  the  number  of  subscribers  properly 
limited,  and  in  which  a  rate  much,  if  any,  less  than  $15  per  year  would 
permanently  suffice  to  meet  the  operating  expenses  of  tiie  utility,  pro- 
vide a  reasonable  amount  to  meet  deferred  maintenance  or  depreciation 
charges,  and  pay  a  fair  rate  upon  the  capital  invested  in  the  business. 
Anderson  v.  Pierce  County  teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  330. 

363.  Within  a  telephone  exchange  a  fairly  equitable  schedule  of  flat 
rates  for  unlimited  service  may  be  established,  but  beyond  the  exchange 
the  only  proper  and  just  method  is  the  measured  service.  Re  Surprise 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  672. 

364.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  reduce  its  rates  to  meet 
the  lower  rates  of  a  competitor,  where  it  did  no(  appear  that  the 
proposed  rates  were  within  the  operation  of  §  15  of  the  telephone  act, 
which  provides  that  no  rates  shall  be  allowed  which  are  inadequate  and 
which  naturally  tend  to  destroy  /competition.  Re  Northwestern  Teleph. 
Exch.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1915E,  694. 

365.  An  application  for  permission  to  increase  telephone  rates  will 
not  be  refused  merely  because  of  a  temporary  inadequate  service  caused 
by  the  consolidation  of  two  systems  and  by  a  severe  snowstorm.  Re 
Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1060. 

366.  The  telephone  rates  in  force  in  a  city  were  extended  to  territory 
closely  built  up  to  that  of  the  city,  with  a  provision  for  a  four-party 
business  rate  for  such  outlying  territory,  it  appearing  that  the  ex- 
isting rates  therein  were  excessive  for  the  limited  service  afforded. 
Lewis  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1082. 

367.  Upon  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  Maine  Commission  recom- 
mended that  a  telephone  company  place  all  of  its  subscribers  within 
the  limits  of  a  city  upon  the  same  basis  as  to  rates  and  service,  thus 
abolishing  its  practice  of  regarding  a  portion  of  the  city,  which  was  a 
summer  resort  having  a  summer  population  of  several  thousand  and 
but  a  very  few  inhabitants  in  the  winter,  as  a  potential  exchange  and 
making  a  charge  of  10  cents  for  messages  to  and  from  such  resort. 
Goldthwaite  v.  New  England  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
244. 

368.  A  telephone  company  was  denied  permission  to  put  into  effect  a 
schedule  of  rates  designed  to  establish  a  uniform  initial  period  of  one 
minute  for  all  messages  transmitted  by  it,  although  offered  for  the 
purpose  of  eliminating  discrimination,  where  it  appeared  that  this  would 
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result  in  an  increase  in  many  of  the  existing  rates,  and  that  discrimi- 
nation could  be  eliminated  without  resorting  to  the  radical  change  of 
the  initial  period  rates.  He  Pacific  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJEL 
1915B,  943. 

369.  A  teleph<me  company  was  ordered  to  install  a  new  exchange  to 
accommodate  parties  residing  outside  the  4'mile  radius  of  its  exchange 
located  in  a  neighboring  village,  and  to  adopt  a  schedule  providing  for 
a  rate  of  $15  per  telephone  per  year  for  rural  service  at  the  new  ex- 
change plus  $3  per  telephone  per  year  for  unlimited  service  through  the 
old  exchange,  and  providing,  further,  that  whenever  the  majority  of 
the  subscribers  on  any  line  connected  with  the  new  exchange  so  elect, 
a  message  rate  of  5  cents  on  a  ''two  number"  basis  and  10  cents  on  a 
particular  party  basis  shall  be  substituted  in  lieu  of  rate  for  un- 
limited service  through  the  old  exchange.  Re  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  517. 

370.  A  rural  telephone  rate  of  $1.50  per  month  is  not  unreasonable 
where,  in  addition  to  rural  and  local  exchange  service,  the  subscribers 
receive  free  toll  service  to  another  exchange  connecting  them  with  some 
3,300  installations,  doady  v.  La  Crosse  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  566. 

371.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  put  into  effect  an  optional 
schedule  of  $1.25  per  month  for  rural  line  telephone  service,  with  a 
toll  charge  of  5  cents  to  and  from  another  exchange,  in  place  of  a  rate 
of  $1.50  per  month  with  free  service,  when  adopted  by  a  majority  vote 
of  the  subscribers  on  any  line,  such  election  to  be  at  the  beginning  of 
any  quarter  and  to  be  effective  for  at  least  two  quarters  following. 
Coady  v.  La  Crosse  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  565. 
Inoreasea  authorised. 

372-377.  An  increase  in  the  rate  for  party-line  rural  telephones  to 
$7.20  per  year  was  held  reasonable.  Re  Tri-County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  129. 

378.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  from 
$3.50  for  stockholders,  $5  for  party  lines,  and  $6.50  f<«  individual  lines, 
to  $7  to  all  subscribers  without  discrimination,  it  appearing  that  the 
revenues  of  the  company  were  not  sufficient  to  maintain  the  line  in  good 
condition.  Re  Calhoun  Farmers'  Co.-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
93. 

379.  A  telephone  company  was  allowed  to  put  into  effect  a  new 
schedule  of  increased  rates  necessitated  by  the  reconstruction  of  its 
telephone  property  to  replace  an  obsolete  grounded  line  magneto  service, 
no  objection  having  been  made  to  the  new  schedule.  Re  Gillespie  Home 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  214. 

380.  A  telephone  company  which  had  been  charging  $1.50  per  month 
for  both  individuftl  business  telephones  and  individual  residence  tele- 
phones, and  had  been  furnishing  free  toll  service  to  certain  towns 
within  the  state,  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  for  individual 
business  telephones  to  $1.76  per  month  and  to  make  a  small  toll  charge 
instead  of  giving  free  toll  service,  in  order  to  secure  enough  revenue 
to  give  its  subscribers  all  day  Sunday  service  and  to  maintain  the  toll 
service.    Re  Winslow  &  S.  W.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R,1915D,  758. 

381.  A   telephone   company   was  allowed   to   put   into   effect   a   new 
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icliedule  establishing^  increases  in  its  rates,  where  the  company's  esti- 
mated expenses  including  allowances  for  depreciation  and  interest 
showed  a  slight  deficit  over  the  estimated  revenue  to  be  deriTed  from 
the  new  rates.    Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  607. 

382.  The  Commission  permitted  an  increase  in  a  schedule  of  telephone 
rates  for  different  classes  of  service,  where  the  new  rates  were  approxi- 
mately the  same  as  those  charged  generally  over  the  territory  for  simi- 
lar services,  and  did  not  appear  to  be  unreasonable  in  amount,  upon  a 
consideration  of  the  total  amount  of  the  increases,  without  deeming  it 
necessary  at  the  time  to  determine  whether  unequal  rates  for  the  sev- 
eral classes  of  service  were  properly  adjusted.  Re  Farmers'  Teleph. 
Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1050. 

383.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  where 
it  appeared  that  the  additional  revenue  would  be  small,  that  the  com- 
pany had  never  declared  dividends  in  excess  of  6  per  cent,  and  that 
while  it  had  devoted  its  surplus  earnings  to  additions  and  extensions, 
its  maintenance  expenditures,  by  reason  of  the  aging  condition  of  its 
plant,  were  gradually  increasing.  Re  Hooper  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  305. 

384.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  business 
phone  rate  from  $1  to  $2  per  month,  and  its  residence  and  farm-line 
rates  from  $1  to  $1.50  per  month,  where  it  appeared  that  revenues  un- 
der its  existing  rates  were  insufficient  to  pay  operation  and  maintenance 
expenses,  let  alone  any  rate  on  investments.  Re  Western  Nebraska 
Teleph.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915A,  884. 

385.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  change  its  rates  of  $2 
per  month  for  individual  line  service,  $1.50  for  party  line  service,  and 
$3  per  year  for  farmers'  line  switching  service,  to  $2.50  per  month  for 
one  party  business,  $2  for  two  party  business,  $2  for  one  party  resi- 
dence, $1.76  for  two  party  residence,  $1.50  for  four  party  residence,  and 
$4.60  per  year  for  farmers'  line  switching  service,  conditional  upon 
rendering  twenty-four  hours'  service,  it  appearing  that  the  existing 
rates  did  not  provide  revenue  sufficient  to  cover  operating  expenses.  Re 
Creswell  Teleph.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  824. 

386.  The  Commission  allowed  an  advance  in  telephone  rural  party 
line  rates  from  $18  per  annum,  with  a  $6  discount  for  payment  in  ad- 
vance, to  $1.25  per  month  or  $15  per  annum,  payable  quarterly  in  ad- 
vance, it  appearing  from  a  valuation  of  the  property  and  a  computation 
of  revenues  and  proper  expenses  that  such  advance  was  reasonable. 
Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  562. 

387.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  on  the 
business  and  residence  lines,  it  appearing  that  the  existing  rates  were 
not  sufficient  to  yield  reasonable  return.  Re  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  53. 

388.  A  small  independent  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  in- 
crease its  rates  from  $6  to  $10  per  plione,  in  order  to  provide  funds  to 
keep  its  lines  in  proper  condition,  to  meet  expenses,  and  to  give  stock- 
holders some  return  on  their  investment.  Re  Oxford  &  N.  H.  Independ- 
ent Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  427. 

389.  A  telephone  ccnnpany  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  on  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


362  RATES,  IX.  K,  2-4. 

ground  that  the  present  rates  did  not  meet  the  required  demands  for 
adequate  service  and  provide  a  satisfactory  return  upon  the  investmoit, 
it  appearing  upon  an  analysis  of  its  accounts  that  the  probable  total 
excess  of  revenues  over  expenses  under  the  proposed  rates  would  be  rea^ 
sonably  needed  to  take  care  of  its  financial  requirements.  Re  Clark 
County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  359. 

2,  Metallic  or  grounded  (*trcuit. 

300.  A  telephone  company  operating  a  grounded  system  was  denied 
authority  to  classify  metallic  party-line  service  separate  from  ground- 
ed-line  service,  where  there  was  no  general  demand  for  metallic  line 
service  and  the  installation  of  a  few  lines  would  not  materially  raise 
the  quality  of  the  service  in  general  above  that  of  the  service  on  the 
grounded  lines.    Re  Keysport  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  338. 

391.  A  higher  rate  should  not  be  charged  for  switching  rural-service 
subscribers  of  a  telephone  company,  connected  <m  metallic  lines,  than 
for  switching  subscribers  on  grounded  lines,  since  the  service  rendered 
is  the  same.    Re  Mt.  Carmel  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  645. 

392.  A  telephone  company  operating  its  exchange  as  a  grounded  sys- 
tem was  refused  permission  to  charge  rates  as  for  metallic  service  to 
subscribers  upon  a  few  metallic  lines  installed  by  the  company,  since 
the  presence  of  a  few  metallic  lines  could  not  materially  raise  the 
quality  of  the  service  in  general  above  that  of  the  service  on  the  ground- 
ed lines.    Re  Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915D,  766. 

8,  Magneto  or  battery  servtce. 

393.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  furnish  common  battery 
service  at  the  existing  rate  therefor,  and  to  discontinue  magneto  service, 
although  it  would  operate  to  increase  the  rates  to  subscribers  thereby 
forced  to  change  to  battery  service,  where  the  battery  is  the  superior 
service  and  the  rates  therefor  are  no  greater  than  those  charged  by 
other  companies,  and  the  effect  on  the  revenues  and  expenses  from  the 
change  could  not  accurately  be  predetermined.  Re  Barron  County 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  902. 

4,  Business  or  residence  rates, 

394.  A  telephone  company  may  charge  a  higher  rate  to  business  sub- 
scribers than  to  ordinary  subscribers.  Re  Monroe  Independent  Teleph. 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915Ei  57. 

395.  A  charge  of  $18  per  year  for  business  phones  is  fair  and  rea- 
sonable, where  the  rates  for  residence  phones  are  fixed  at  $12  per  year. 
Re  Zilm  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  660. 

396.  Rates  proposed  by  a  telephone  company,  of  $15  per  year  for  indi- 
vidual line  business  telephones  in  cities,  and  $10.20  per  year  in  villages, 
were  held  not  excessive.  Re  Tri-County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
129. 

397.  A  physician  whose  office  and  only  place  of  business  is  located  in 
his  residence  should  be  charged  the  regular  business  rate  for  telephone 
service.    Kavanagh  v.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  228. 
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3§8.  A  telephone  company's  classification  providing  that  residence 
rates  shall  apply  to  a  physician's  oflRce  at  the  subscriber's  residence, 
when  not  a  part  of  an  office  building,  does  not  extend  to  an  office  de- 
tached from  his  residence,  although  not  in  purely  an  office  building. 
Alexander  v.  Xew  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  68. 

399.  A  telephone  instrument  installed  in  the  residence  of  a  veterinary 
surgeon,  his  business  being  conducted  on  the  premises,  must  be  classi- 
fied as  a  business  telephone  and  take  the  business  telepltone  rate  when 
it  appears  that  such  telephone  is  used  for  business  purposes,  although 
he  also  uses  another  subscriber's  business  telephone,  under  a  private 
arrangement,  for  business  purposes,  but  is  not  a  regular  business  sub- 
scriber.   Centerville  teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheppard  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  512. 

400.  The  use  of  a  telephone  instrument  is  the  citerion  by  which 
the  classification  of  service  should  be  made,  subject,  however,  to  the 
qualification  that  where  a  subscriber  maintains  a  business  telephone 
in  his  office  and  a  residence  telephone  in  his  house,  the  fact  that  much 
business  is  transacted  over  the  residence  telephone  does  not  prevent 
its  being  classified  as  a  residence  telephone,  because  the  subscriber  is 
already  paying  for  a  business  telephone  at  his  plac*  of  business  or  office. 
Centerville' Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheppard  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  512. 

401.  A  teleplione  company  was  required  to  furnish  the  South  Dakota 
Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners  within  thirty  days  of  the  date  of  the 
order,  information  as  to  why  it  had  failed  to  classify  its  service  and 
establish  a  different  rental  charge  for  business  telephones  than  for 
residence  telephones.     Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

402.  A  telephone  company  was  refused  authority  to  put  in  effect  a 
schedule  establishing  the  same  rate  for  individual  business  and  resi- 
dence telephones  and  the  same  rate  for  two-party  line  business  and  resi- 
dence telephones  which  change  increased  its  rates  by  between  four  and 
^ve  thousand  dollars,  on  the  ground  that  some  distinction  should  be 
made  between  the  rates  for  business  and  residence  telephones,  and  on 
the  further  ground  that  the  facts  presented  did  not  show  that  an  in- 
crease in  rates  of  such  amount  was  warranted.  Re  Empire  Teleph.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  561. 

403.  A  telephone  company  applying  for  authority  to  increase  its  rate 
of  $6  for  several  classes  of  subscribers  was  permitted  to  increase  the 
rate  to  $8  for  business  service  where  it  appeared  desirable  that  there 
should  be  some  increase  for  such  service,  and  the  cost  of  each  class  of 
service  could  not  be  ascertained  from  the  company's  records.  Re  Cuba 
City  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.IDISF,  213. 

404.  Rural  and  residence  telephones  should  be  classified  separately  in 
a  schedule  of  rates  of  a  telephone  company,  although  the  class  of  serv- 
ice furnished  and  the  rates  that  apply  are  the  same.  Re  Strawn  Teleph. 
Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915C,  97. 


5.  Party  lines, 

405.  Special  rates  for  party-line  business  telephones  in  the  country 
were  disapproved  in  tlie  absence  of  evidence  that  any  considerable  num- 
ber of  business  subscribers  in  the  country  must  be  served,  as  otherwise 
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such  proposed  rates  would  probably  result  in  diacrimination  as  between 
subscribers  on  the  same  line.    Ee  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

406.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  make  a  slight  increase 
in  its  single  rate  for  all  classes  of  service,  by  cluirging  more  for  the 
higher  class  of  service  furnished  on  one  and  two  pai*ty  lines  than  on 
multiparty  rural  lines,  although  the  difference  in  cost  of  furnishing  the 
various  classes  of  service  was  not  large,  it  appearing  that  the  revenue 
under  the  old  rate  was  slightly  less  than  the  full  amount  required* 
that  the  operating  expenses  were  normal  and  the  investment  conserva- 
tive.   Re  Prospect,  G.  &  B.  B.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916E,  367. 

H.  Locality  rates. 

407.  A  "locality  rate"  is  better  suited  to  a  given  locality  than  the 
ordinary  mileage  rate  where  it  appears  that,  under  the  latter  rate,  68 
per  cent  of  the  subscribers  would  pay  increased  charges,  and  that  the 
total  average  revenue  from  the  locality  would  be  increased  about  11 
per  cent.    Meerbott  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  369. 

408.  In  furnishing  telephone  service  to  an  isolated  community,  a 
''locality  rate"  based  on  the  average  excess  mileage  of  the  various  cus- 
tomers in  the  locality  over  the  base  rate  area  is  not  improper.  Meer- 
bott V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  369. 

7.  Toll  service, 

409.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
making  a  toll  charge,  where  a  subscriber  on  one  rural  line  directly  con- 
nected with  its  exchange  desires  connection  with  a  party  on  another 
rural  line,  also  directly  connected  with  its  exchange.  Mahannah  v.  Ar- 
nett  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1029. 

410.  Messages  between  the  subscribers  of  one  telephone  exchange  unit 
and  the  subscribers  of  another  exchange  unit  must  be  on  a  message  or 
toll  basis  and  transmitted  over  a  blank  or  toll  line  having  no  telephones 
attached.    Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

411.  A  telephone  company  connected  on  a  toll  basis  with  another  com- 
pany forming  a  separate  exchange  unit  will  not  be  permitted  to  make 
an  added  line  charge  where  a  nonsubscriber  originates  a  long  distance 
or  toll  message  at  a  rural  farm  line  telephone  several  miles  distant 
from  the  exchange.    Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

412.  Upon  the  establishment  of  switching  connections  at  the  statu- 
tory rate  of  25  cents  per  month  for  each  instrument,  the  telephone 
companies  were  directed  to  cease  the  practice  of  charging  t^e  subscrib- 
ers tolls  in  addition  to  the  rental  rate,  the  toll  rate  in  effect  to  apply 
only  to  messages  from  nonsubscribers.  Re  Cheyenne  Valley  Electric 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  932. 

413.  A  toll  rate  of  10  cents  for  communication  between  exchanges 
located  in  two  cities  in  close  proximity  was  held  to  be  excessive,  unrea- 
sonable, and  unjust,  and  a  rate  of  5  cents  for  this  service,  with  an  ad- 
ditional charge  for  all  time  over  three  minutes,  not  to  exceed  2  cents 
per  minute,  was  declared  to  be  fair  and  reasonable.  Re  Dakota  Cent. 
Teleph.  Co,  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  731. 
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414.  The  telephone  exchange  at  the  point  where  a  toll  message  origi- 
nates should  have  for  its  services  5  cents,  and  for  the  service  of  deliver- 
ing the  message  at  the  exchange  where  it  terminates  there  should  be  a 
compensation  of  6  cents,  and  no  more,  under  a  statute  providing  for  a 
terminal  fee  of  5  cents  for  incoming  and  outgoing  toll  messages  origi- 
nating or  terminating  within  the  state.  Ke  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

415.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  make  a  charge  of  not  to 
exceed  25  cents  per  month  for  interchange  toll  service  betwen  certain 
points,  conditional  upon  the  consummation  of  an  agreement  for  the 
management  and  operation  by  the  company  of  independent  farmers' 
lines  involved.    Re  Creswell  Teleph.  Co.   (Or.)   P.UJ1.1916F,  824. 

416.  A  5-cent  toll  charge  was  ordered  established  upon  a  line  con- 
necting two  telephone  systems,  service  over  which  previously  had  been 
free,  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating  unnecessary  talk  and  of  furnishing 
funds  for  keeping  the  line  in  repair.  Re  Pewaukee-Sussex  Teleph.  Co. 
<Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1041. 

417.  A  toll  charge  at  the  rate  of  10  cents  for  the  first  12  miles  or 
fraction  thereof,  and  6  cents  for  each  additional  8  miles  or  fraction 
thereof  for  all  messages  going  to  or  through  two  or  more  exchanges, 
and  a  charge  of  5  cents  to  nonsubscribers  for  calls  within  any  exchange 
limit,  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  telephone  companies  in 
Michigan,  and  is  reasonable  and  warranted,  in  view  of  an  investment 
in  toll  lines  of  $291,320.09,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  deficit  from 
existing  rates  is  not  covered  by  proposed  increases  in  rentals  asked  for. 
Re  Southern  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915E;  41. 

S.  Switching  service. 

41.8.  The  cost  of  operating  a  telephone  system  must  necessarily  be 
paid  by  the  public,  and  if  the  cost  of  switching  rural  line  phones  is 
not  borne  by  the  subscribers  getting  the  service,  necessarily  the  rental 
rates  of  town  subscribers  will  be  increased  to  the  extent  of  the  cost 
of  doing  such  rural  party-line  switching.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D. ) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

419.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  an  arrange- 
ment v/hereby  35  cents  per  month  per  phone  was  to  be  paid  for  switch- 
ing rural  party  lines  where  the  rate  was  not  paid  in  advance,  and  to 
enter  into  a  contract  establishing  a  switching  rate  not  in  excess  of  25 
cents  per  month  per  phone,  for  each  phone  on  any  party  line,  that  being 
the  maximum  charge  fixed  by  statute  for  party-line  switching  within  the 
state.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

420.  The  subscribers  of  a  rural  telephone  line  who  receive  switching 
service  through  an  exchange  should  be  required  to  pay  at  least  the 
actual  cost  of  such  switching, — and  in  no  case  should  this  amount  ex- 
ceed the  statutory  maximum  of  25  cents  per  month  per  phone.  Re 
Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

421.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  adopt  a  rule  which  provided 
that  in  the  event  that  a  general  contract  for  switching  service  was  not 
entered  into  by  any  rural  line  owned  by  subscribers,  switching  fees 
must  be  paid  by  individual  subscribers  on  such  line  semiannually  in 
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advance,  when  the  rate  for  such  service  is  33J  cents  or  more  for  tele- 
phone per  month,  and  annually  in  advance  when  the  rate  is  less  than 
such  amount.     Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Go.   (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

422.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  adopt  a  rule  providing  that 
contracts  for  switching  rural  lines  owned  by  subscribers  may  be  made 
with  officers  or  agents  of  such  lines,  and  providing  that  service  may 
be  discontinued  after  ten  days'  notice  to  all  subscribers  on  such  line 
in  case  switching  fees  are  not  paifl  as  provided  for  in  such  contracts. 
Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

423.  A  charge  for  switching  rural  telephones  and  lines  owned  and 
maintained  by  subscribers,  and  connected  directly  with  the  exchange 
operated  by  the  utility,  may  be  less  than  the  rate  for  rural  telephones, 
including  lines  and  all  equipment  owned  and  maintained  by  the  utility. 
Re  Tamaroa  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  662. 

424.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  switching  niral- 
service  subscribers,  it  would  be  impracticable  to  apportion  that  part 
of  the  plant  used  solely  in  connection  with  such  traffic,  where  such  sub- 
scribers are  regarded  by  the  company  as  an  integral  part  of  its  system; 
a  study  of  the  traffic  and  the  expense  of  operation,  in  such  a  case,  being 
the  only  practicable  manner  in  which  an  equitable  rate  for  such  service 
can  be  determined.    Re  Mt.  Carmel  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  645. 

425.  An  increase  in  the  annual  rate  from  $2  to  $3.50  per  station  for 
switching  service  for  rural-service  subscribers  of  a  telephone  company 
was  held  warranted,  where  it  appeared  that  the  average  annual  expense 
of  such  service  was  $3.40  per  station  on  a  25  per  cent  traffic  basis; 
that  the  average  yearly  percentage  of  rural  traffic  would  be  slightly 
in  excess  of  25  per  cent;  and  that  such  rate  is  considerably  less  than 
the  average  rate  in  effect  for  such  service  at  exchanges  of  a  similar 
class.     Re  Mt.  Carmel  Teleph.  Co.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915B,  645. 

426.  An  arrangement  by  which  two  local  telephone  companies  operat- 
ing in  separate  villages  were  given  the  use  of  a  through  line  of  a  rural 
telephone  company,  connecting  the  villages,  in  consideration  of  switch- 
ing service  rendered  the  rural  company,  was  held  to  involve  matters 
not  properly  the  subject  of  special  contract,  and  new  rates  were  pre- 
scribed providing  for  service  between  the  villages  upon  a  message-rate 
basis,  or,  whenever  the  majority  of  the  subscribers  of  any  line  so  elect, 
upon  a  flat-rate  basis  for  such  line,  the  revenue  derived  under  both 
bases  of  rates  to  be  divided  equally  between  the  originating  local  com- 
pany and  the  rural  company,  owner  of  the  through  line.  Luxemburg 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Luxemburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  835. 

427.  The  sum  of  $3  per  annum  for  switching  service  for  rural  tele- 
phone subscribers  was  established  as  a  reasonable  rate,  upon  comparing 
the  expense  of  the  rural  traffic  with  the  total  operating  expense.  Re 
Keysport  Teleph.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915F,  338. 

428.  A  rate  of  $1.50  per  year  for  switching  rural  service  telephone 
subscribers  was  held  to  be  entirely  inadequate  where  it  appeared  that 
the  revenue  produced  therefrom  was  less  than  half  of  the  expense  of 
operation,  based  upon  an  apportionment  of  the  operating  expenses  be- 
tween city  and  rural  subscribers  either  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
subscribers  served  or  upon  the  proportionate  traffic;  and  the  applica- 
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tion  of  the  company  to  put  into  effect  the  rate  of  $4  per  annam  with  a 
discount  of  25  cents  a  quarter,  upon  payment  quarterly  in  advance,  was 
therefore  granted.    Re  Patoka  Teleph.  Exch.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915C,  661. 

429.  The  Illinois  Commission  rehised  to  approve  a  rate  for  telephone 
service,  whereby  switching  a  four-party  line  in  the  country  was  fixed  at 
35  cents,  while  switching  a  farmers'  line  with  minimum  of  six  on  the 
line  was  fixed  at  25  cents,  as  the  rate  of  25  cents  was  considered  rea- 
sonable for  all  service  of  this  character.  Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
646. 

430.  A  rate  of  $3  per  year  for  switching  rural  service  subscribers  is 
not  unreasonable  where  the  cost  of  such  service  is  approximately  $2.30 
per  subscriber.    Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

431.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  switching 
charges  for  rural  telephone  companies  connecting  with  its  switchboard 
from  $3  a  year  to  $4.50  a  year.  Re  Southern  Michigan  Teleph.  Co. 
(Mich.)  P.U.R.1915E,  41. 

432.  A  rate  of  $6  and  $7  for  switching  service,  unusual  conditions 
not  being  disclosed,  was  held  to  be  too  high,  the  Conunission  refusing 
to  disturb  the  present  rates  of  $3  and  $5  applicable  to  this  class  of 
service,  but  leaving  this  feature  of  the  case  open  for  the  production  of 
further  testimony  if  deemed  necessary.  Re  Friendship  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  324. 

433.  A  charge  to  a  hotel  by  a  telephone  company  of  3J  cents  fbr  each 
outgoing  call  switched  to  its  lines  from  that  of  another  company  also 
operating  at  the  hotel,  in  addition  to  contract  compensation  from  the 
hotel,  was  held  not  excessive,  the  charge  not  being  made  when  a  greater 
charge  was  collected,  as  for  long-distance  service.  Wright-Dickinson 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916F,  828. 

434.  A  switching  charge  by  one  telephone  company  to  another  was 
established,  of  26  cents  per  telephone  per  month,  with  a  minimum 
of  $1.50  and  a  maximum  of  $5  per  month  for  each  line  switched.  Ma- 
hannah  v.  Arnett  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1029. 

P.  Physical  connection. 

435.  Upon  ordering  physical  connection  between  a  local  exchange 
of  one  telephone  company  and  the  toll  line  of  another,  the  Commission 
directed  the  latter  to  charge  the  former  for  the  service  at  the  same  rate 
charged  a  competing  company  for  a  like  service.  Wharton  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Upper  Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915B,  174. 

436.  A  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  utilities 
operating  in  the  same  town  being  required  for  local  as  well  as  long-dis- 
tance service,  a  charge  must  be  fixed  that  will  compensate  each  company 
for  the  use  of  its  lines  for  local  and  toll  service  by  subscribers  of  the 
other  company.  Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dekalb  County  Teleph. 
Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915C,  643. 

437.  Upon  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  two  telephone  companies, 
the  subscribers  of  each  desiring  service  over  the  toll  lines  and  "free  serv* 
ice**  trunk  lines  of  the  other  company  were  ordered  by  the  Illinois  Com 
mission  to  be  charged  for  each  message  a  rate  of  10  cents  in  addition  to 
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the  regular  toll  rate.  Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dekalb  County 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  643. 

438^  Upon  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  two  telephone  compa- 
nies, the  Illinois  Commission  ordered  that  each  subscriber  of  the  com- 
pany petitioning  for  such  local  connection  be  charged  a  basic  rate  of  5 
cents  for  each  connection,  and,  in  addition  thereto,  a  local  message  fee 
of  5  cents  for  each  message,  and  that  the  subscribers  of  the  other  com- 
pany desiring  service  over  the  lines  of  the  petitioning  company  should 
be  charged  a  basic  rate  of  5  cents  for  each  message.  Intertownship 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dekalb  County  Teleph.  Co.  (ID.)  P.U.R.1915C,  643. 

430.  Upon  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  two  telephone  companies 
a  rate  of  $6  per  year  to  subsmbers  of  either  company  desiring  the  serv- 
ice of  tlie  other  company  is  unreasonable,  the  statute  relating  to  phy- 
sical connecticm  between  sudi  lines  not  being  intended  Indirectly  to 
require  the  public  desiring  the  facilities  of  two  or  more  telephone  com- 
panies operating  in  the  same  community  to  became  subscribers  to  each; 
but  a  telephone  company  is  not  bound  to  permit  another  telephone  com- 
pany to  make  a  physical  connection  with  its  line^  for  the  purpose  of  us- 
ing such  lines  as  its  own  subscribers  use  them.  Intertownship  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Dekalb  County  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  643. 

440.  Upon  the  physical  connection  of  two  telephone  companies  having 
respectively  about  ninety-five  and  one  hundred  and  sixty  subscribers,  a 
rate  of  $2  was  established  for  such  subscribers  as  desired  unlimited  serv- 
ice, and  a  toll  charge  of  5  cents  was  fixed  for  all  parties  not  entitled 
to  imlimited  service.  Kestel  v.  Marshfield  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  44. 

441.  In  ordering  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  tele- 
phone companies  for  toll  service,  the  toll  company  was  authorized  to 
charge  the  same  rate  for  such  service  charged  its  own  patrons  for  simi- 
lar service,  the  entire  toll  rate  to  be  payable  to  it  and  accounted  for 
and  paid  over  monthly  by  the  company  seeking  the  connection.  Mis- 
souri Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJR.1915C, 
183. 

442.  Upon  the  compulsory  physical  connection  of  the  lines  of  a  local 
telephone  company  with  those  of  another  company  furnishing  long  dis- 
tance toll  service  through  the  same  town,  it  was  ordered  that  the  basis 
for  toll  line  charges  to  or  from  the  local  company's  exchange  or  rural 
lines  should  be  the  same  as  that  to  subscribers  of  the  toll  line 
company.  Darnell  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
80. 

443.  The  Commission  must  be  guided  by  the  geographical  location  of 
subscribers,  their  center  of  business,  and  the  practice  of  other  compa- 
nies, in  determining  whether,  upon  ordering  physical  connection,  the 
switching  diarge  shall  be  based  upon  unlimited  service  or  upon  a  mes- 
sage rate.  Belmont  A  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  101. 

10.  Semi'puhlie  telephones. 

444.  It  is  proper  to  differentiate  in  a  telephone  rate  schedule  between 
public  pay  stations  and  semipublic  teleph<mes.  National  Turn 
Verein  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  689. 
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446.  The  advantage  of  paying,  by  the  subscriber  for  semipublic  tele- 
phones, through  the  use  of  the  coin  box,  warrants  a  certain  charge  for 
the  service  involved  in  maintaining  the  coin  box,  together  with  the  addi- 
tional duty  and  responsibility  thrown  upon  the  switch  board  operator 
and  the  accounting  department  of  the  telephone  company.  National 
Turn  Verein  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915C,  689. 

446.  The  arrangement  of  a  schedule  for  semipublic  telephones  in  such 
a  way  that  subscribers  to  this  cl^ss  of  service  are  charged  at  rates  that 
very  closely  approximate  those  paid  by  ordinary  subscribers  is  proper. 
National  Turn  Verein  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
6g9. 

11.  Rates  for  tionsuhscribera. 

447.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  establish  a  nonsubscriber 
rate  for  local  service,  should  any  be  adopted.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  1032. 

448.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  rural  service  over  trunk 
linea  between  central  offices  shall  be  free  to  subscribers,  but  if  used  by 
nqnsubscribers  shall  be  subject  to  the  regular  toll  fee,  was  approved. 
Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  359. 

449.  A  twenty-five  cent  nonsubscriber  telephone  rate  was  held  to  be 
excessive  for  short  distances,  and  certain  companies  were  ordered  to 
file  in  place  thereof  a  graduated  schedule  of  such  rates  which  would 
more  equitably  cover  the  situation.  Re  Social  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  106. 

450.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company,  prohibiting  subscribers  on  its 
rural  lines,  and  members  of  their  families,  from  talking  to  nonsubscrib- 
ers  without  the  payment  of  a  toll  charge  of  5  cents  per  message,  hav- 
ing, upon  complaint,  been  abolished  by  the  company,  a  substituted  rule 
limiting  the  charge  to  calling  parties  known  to  be  nonsubscribers,  and 
aiming  to  restrict  conversations  to  five  minutes,  was  held  reason- 
able.   Hickman  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A»  418. 

J^.  Short  term  service, 

451.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  unusual  local  conditions,  the  Cmn- 
mission  fixed  the  rate  for  short-time  telephone  service  at  50  per  cent 
in  excess  of  the  yearly  charge,  with  a  charge  for  three  months  as  a 
minimum  charge,  payment  to  be  made  in  advance  before  the  10th  day 
of  the  month.    Re  Colfax  Teleph.  Ezch.  (Wig.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  188. 

18*  Snspenaian  or  ocmoelaMon  of  eontruet. 

452.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  subscribers  who  may  wish 
to  suspend  service  for  a  portion  of  the  year  during  absence  from  the 
community  may  do  so  upon  payment  of  one  half  the  regular  net  rate 
for  the  period  of  suspension,  and  that  in  no  case  shall  an  allowance  be 
made  for  a  period  of  less  than  one  month,  vxa  approved.  Re  Clark 
County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A.  369. 

453.  The  exaction  of  a  charge  of  $6  for  permitting  a  cancelation  of 
a  yearly  contract  for  telephone  service  prior  to  its  expiration  was  held 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 24. 
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to  be  unreasonable  as  greatly  exceeding  the  resultant  damage.    Re  Paci- 
fic Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  296. 


14.  Installation  charges, 

454.  Telephone  utilities  should  make  ho  charge  for  new  installation. 
Re  Proposed  Order  No.  137  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  823. 

455.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  compan/  that  the  company  will  pay  the 
initial  expense  of  installation,  and  that  the  subscriber  must  pay  the 
expense  of  any  subsequent  change  in  the  location  of  the  telephone  in- 
strument, was  approved.  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1015A,  359. 

15.  Moving  instruments. 

See  also  supra,  455. 

456.  A  charge  may  be  made  for  removing  telephones  from  one  address 
to  another  after  the  first  installation  and  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  the  subscription  or  contract  for  service,  provided  that  the 
amount  of  this  charge  shall  be  ajs  nearly  as  possible  the  actual  cost  of 
performing  the  work.  Re  Tampico  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  24. 

457.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company,  making  a  charge  of  50  cents 
when  a  subscriber  moves  to  a  house  in  which  there  is  a  telephone  con- 
nection suitable  for  service  without  further  change,  was  held  unrea- 
sonable.   Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

458.  A  flat  charge  of  $1  for  moving  a  telephone  during  the  contract 
period  of  one  year  is  not  unreasonable  on  the  theory  that  no  work 
is  required  when  both  the  house  vacated  and  the  house  occupied  have 
instruments,  where  wiring  changes  must  be  made  in  order  that  the 
subscriber  may  retain  his  number,  although  the  work  may  be  greater 
In  some  cases  than  in  others.  Re  Richland  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  12. 

459.  A  charge  of  not  more  than  $1  may  be  made  for  moving  a  tele- 
phone from  one  house  to  another,  and  of  not  more  than  50  cents  for 
moving  a  telephone  from  one  room  to  another  in  the  same  building.  Re 
Proposed  Order  No.  137  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  823. 

460.  A  charge  of  $1.50  for  changing  the  location  of  telephones  was 
held  to  be  reasonable.  Re  Colfax  Teleph.  Exch.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915C, 
188. 

461.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  charge  of  $2  shall  be 
made  for  furnishing  service  at  each  and  every  location  other  than  the 
one  designated  in  the  annual  contract  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

462.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  after  the  expiration  of 
the  annual  contract  for  service,  a  change  of  location  will  be  made  with- 
out charge  upon  the  signing  of  a  new  annual  contract,  was  approved. 
Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 
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16.  Trttnsferring  nutnhera* 

499.  The  numbers  of  telephone  aubscribers  moving  from  one  house  to 
another  should  be  transferred  vrithout  charge,  when  it  is  not  necessaty. 
to  move  the  telephones.  Re  Proposed  Order,  No.  137  (Okla.)  F.U.R. 
1915A,  823. 

17,  Extension  service* 

464.  That  telephone  extension  service  is  a  detriment  to  the  general 
service,  is  no  ground  for  charging  an  unreasonable  rate  for  such  serv- 
ice, where  the  company  itself  has  voluntarily  established  the  policy  of 
putting  in  extensions.  Railroad  Commission  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Nev.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  276. 

465.  The  fact  that  in  one  year  a  telephone  company  would  at  the  pro- 
posed rates  for  extension  service  receive  in  charges  about  70  per  cent 
of  the  additional  expense  incident  to  such  service  has  some  bearing 
upon  the  question  whether  the  proposed  rate  would  be  a  reasonable 
rate-  Railroad  Commission  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
276. 

466.  The  rate  for  extension  telephone  service  with  a  bell  was  fixed  at 
65  cents  per  month,  and  for  all  extensions  without  a  bell  the  rate  of 
50  cents  per  month  was  prescribed.  Railroad  Commission  v.  Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915D,  276. 

467.  A  customary  rate  of  50  cents  for  extension  telephone  service  will 
not  be  disturbed  without  a  detailed  study  and  analysis  of  the  extra  cost 
of  service.     Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

468.  The  charge  of  50  cents  per  month  for  extension  telephone  serv- 
ice cannot  be  considered  unreasonable  where  the  total  estimated  annual 
expense  of  such  service  amounts  to  $4,417  not  including  any  allowance 
for  workmen's  compensation  insurance,  fire  insurance,  pensions  of  em- 
ployees, or  welfare  work.  Whedon  v.  New  York  &  V.  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915D,  301. 

469.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  extension  sets  and  bells  lo- 
cated outside  the  premises  will  be  furnished  for  regular  service  at 
schedule  rates  with  a  mileage  charge  of  $3  per  annum  for  each  i  mile  or 
fraction  thereof  without  listing,  and  that  extension  sets  and  bells  located 
out  of  doors  or  in  open  sheds  will  be  charged  for  at  double  regular  price, 
was  approved.  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co..  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
359. 

18*  Desk  or  tcall  telephones, 

470.  A  proposed  rate  for  desk  phones  of  25  cents  per  month  higher 
than  the  regular  wall  phone  rate  was  held  unreasonable  on  the  ground 
that  this  amount  exceeded  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  operating  and 
maintaining  the  two  phones;  but  the  company  was  held  entitled  to 
make  a  nominal  charge  of  $1  for  making  a  change  from  wall  to  desk 
phones.    Re  Friendship  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D, .324. 
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19*  Private  branch  exchange* 

471.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  install  in  oomphiinant's 
apartment  houses  a  flat-rate  private  t)ranch  exchange  serriee,  and  to 
permit  any  and  all  of  the  tenants  in  such  apartment  houses  who  con- 
tracted for  telephone  service  at  direct  line  residence  rates  to  have  their 
lines  connected  with  the  central  telephone  office,  through  such  private 
branch  exchange,  without  additional  charge.  Olbiston  Co.  v.  New  York 
Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1025. 

472.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  furnish  complainant,  hav- 
ing a  flat-rate  private  branch  exchange  in  its  apartment  houses,  with  a 
ringing  trunk  without  additional  charge,  provided  twenty  of  complain- 
ant's apartment  house  tenants  contracted  for  service  at  direct  line 
residence  rates.  Olbiston  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1026. 

473.  The  filed  tariff  of  a  telephone  company  providing  for  flat-rate 
private  branch  exchange  service  to  business  places  was  held  to  apply  to 
complainant's  apartment  houses,  including  connection  with  rooms  and 
oflKces  therein  not  occupied  by  tenants  and  with  a  power  house  located 
on  the  premises.  Olbiston  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  1026. 

20,  Delivery  charges. 

474.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
permitting  or  exacting  an  added  charge  for  the  delivery  of  toll  messages 
to  rural  lines,  on  the  ground  that  the  statutory  terminal  fee  of  5  cents 
for  incoming  and  outgoing  toll  messages,  originating  or  terminating 
within  the  state,  is  presumed  to  be  reasonable  and  to  afford  compensa- 
tion for  all  of  the  services  in  connection  with  the  toll  message,  both  in 
the  originating  and  in  the  terminating  exchange,  as  well  as  for  the  serv- 
ice of  delivering  the  toll  message  over  a  rural  line  which  is  connected 
with  the  local  exchange,  whether  that  rural  line  be  owned  and  operated 
by  the  local  exchange  or  connected  with  it  on  the  switching 
basis.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

I.  Warehouse, 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  warehouse  rates,  P.UJ1.1915F,  663. 

475.  A  warehouseman  was  authorized  to  increase  his  charge  for  stor- 
ing grain  from  50  cents  to  75  jcents  per  ton  per  season,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  operations  during  the  last  year  resulted  in  an  actual 
deficit  without  any  return  on  the  investment;  that  the  increase  covered 
an  additional  service  of  sacking  and  resacking  grain  at  a  cost  of  20 
cents  per  ton ;  that  the  cost  of  labor  was  considerably  higher  than  when 
the  old  rate  was  established;  that  barley  had  taken  the  place  of  wheat 
as  the  principal  crop  stored,  and  occupied  more  space  than  an  equal, 
weight  of  wheat  without  perceptibly  diminishing  the  handling  cost; 
and  that  no  patrons  protested  against  the  increase,  although  they  had 
been  given  personal  notice  of  the  hearing.  Re  Dix<Hi  (Gal.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  659. 
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m.  Water. 

i.  In  general. 

Right  of  water  company  to  make  increase  in  rates  to  conform  to  its  au- 
thorized charges  in  another  city,  to  secure  uniformity  in  accounting, 
see  AocouNTiNo,  6. 

Deferring  time  for  establishment  of  new  rates  for  irrigation,  see  Pbo- 

CEDUBK,  4. 

Reduction  of  water  rates  because  of  poor  service,  see  Service,  427. 
Increase  in  value  of  farm  land  along  line  of  irrigation  ditch  as  justifi- 
cation for  raising  water  rates,  see  ValXjatiox,  9. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  water  rates,  P.U.R.1915F,  924,  1097. 

476.  Rates  cannot  be  fairly  predicated  upon  any  apportionment  of 
investment,  output,  or  operating  expenses,  until  all  business  reason- 
ably accessible,  whether  domestic,  fire,  or  other  service,  is  connected 
and  fully  developed.  Leavenworth  t.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water 
Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

477.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  guaranteed  return  from  a  new  water 
main  should  be  sufficient  to  pay  a  return  upon  its  proportion  of  plant 
and  other  investment,  as  well  as  upon  the  investment  in  the  main  it- 
self, since  there  are  blocks  which  bring  a  return  far  in  excess  of  their 
proportion  of  all  these  investments,  which  compensate  lor  others  where 
the  return  is  less.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water 
Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  611. 

478.  The  sum  of  $1  per  quarter  was  held  to  be  a  proper  charge  for  each 
additional  consumer  of  water  on  the  same  meter.  Re  Light  ^  Water 
Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

479.  One  who  merely  takes  into  his  house  along  with  his  family 
one  or  two  students  as  roomers  and  boarders  should  not  be  considered 
as  running  a  boarding  house  within  the  meaning  of  a  franchise  au- 
thorizing a  water  company  to  make  special  contracts  with  boarding 
houses,  but  he  is  entitled  to  flat  rates  for  residences.  South  Buckhan- 
non  V.  Buckhaanon  Light  k  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

480.  A  land  development  and  water  company  operating  a  water  sys- 
system  for  a  tract  of  land  subdivided  into  lots  but  only  partly  settled 
was  authorized  to  increase  rates  only  to  such  an  extent  as  to  enable  it 
partly  to  remove  a  deficit^  on  the  ground  that  it  should  bear  a  share 
of  the  cost  of  running  the  system  until  the  remaining  subdivisions  are 
occupied.    Re  Panama  Acres  Syndicate  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  859. 

481.  In  considering  whether  a  small  number  of  purchasers  who  have 
settled  upon  subdivisions  of  a  tract  of  land  shall  bear  the  entire  operat- 
ing expense  of  the  water  system  for  the  tract  operated  at  a  loss  by  the 
development  company,  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  should  be  a  factor ; 
and  tiie  rate  should  not  be  based  entirely  upon  the  percentage  of  pur- 
chasers who  have  settled  upon  their  lots.  Re  Panama  Acres  Syndicate 
(Cal.)   P.U.R.1916F,  869. 

482.  The  owners  of  fifty  lots  out  of  four  hundred  eighty  which  a 
water  system  is  constructed  to  supply  cannot  be  called  upon  to  pay 
the  full  amount  which  would  ordinarily  be  allowed  for  depreciation  if 
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the  system  were  fully  utilized.    Re  North  Moneta  Garden  Lands  Water 
Co.   (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915A,  645. 

483.  Objection  that  a  water  company  received  all  the  revenue  from 
the  sale  of  water  although  the  village  owned  the  mains  and  a  part  of 
the  pumps  was  dismissed  as  being  without  merit,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  water  company  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  mains  by  vir- 
tue of  a  contract  providing  water  for  fire  protection  in  consideration 
of  an  annual  amount  and  the  use  of  the  water  mains  of  the  village 
for  commercial  purposes,  and  that  the  annual  cost  to  the  village  for 
fire  protection,  taking  into  consideration  the  amount  paid  plus  the 
annual  fixed  charges  upon  its  investment  in  the  distributing  system, 
was  reasonable,  and  that  the  rate  charged  for  commercial  service  was 
likewise  reasonable.  Bossbard  y.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1915E,  584. 

484.  A  water  company  whose  rates  are  insufficient  to  give  a  reasonable 
return  upon  the  money  invested  will  not  be  denied  permission  to  in- 
crease its  rates  merely  because  there  has  been  a  large  waste  of  water 
caused  by  defective  plumbing  in  buildings  owned  by  tiie  utility  and  sup- 
plied by  it  with  water,  and  because  it  has  been  furnishing  free  service 
to  tenants  of  such  buildings,  where  it  does  not  appear  thai  tuck  waste 
has  materially  increased  the  operating  cost,  or  that  such  discrimination 
has  materially  decreased  the  revenue.  Re  Qassaway  Development  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915D,  651. 

485.  The  cost  of  furnishing  water  to  a  town  may  be  fixed  at  no  more 
more  than  the  actual  output  expense  where  the  plant  was  primarily  coa- 
structed  for  the  purpose  ol  supplying  water  to  two  large  mining  oom- 
panics  which  required  a  continuous  and  adequate  supply,  and  whose 
needs  involved  the  installation  of  an  auxiliary  main  whether  the  town 
was  served  or  not.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenoi  Water  Co. 
(Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  525. 

486.  Water  used  in  excess  of  the  minimum  allowance  should  not  be 
charged  for  on  the  quarterly  basis,  since  this  makes  possible  a  charge 
for  excess  water  during  quarters  of  heavy  consumption,  although  the 
total  amount  used  may  be  less  than  ihe  yearly  minimum.  Be  Reynolds, 
(Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,' 892. 

Partionlar  sokednles  of  oliarBes. 

487.  A  revised  schedule  of  rates  for  the  Bakersfield  Water  Company 
approximating  a  20  per  cent  reduction  was  prescribed,  and  ordered  put 
into  effect  within  thirty  days.  East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Bak- 
ersfield Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915B,  1044. 

488.  Meter  rates  for  water  furnished  inhabitants  of  a  city,  ranging 
from  5  cents  to  2  cents  per  hundred  gallons,  according  to  the  quantity 
consumed,  were  declared  to  be  excessive  and  discriminatory,  where  a 
certain  large  consumer  was  furnished  service  at  a  much  lower  rate. 
Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  k  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  611. 

489.  A  flat  rate  of  $950  per  month  paid  for  water  furnished  a  national 
soldiers'  home,  based  upon  an  assumed  average  daily  consumption  of 
521,000  gallons  for  6  and  a  fraction  cents  per  thousand  gallons,  was 
held  unreasonable  and  unjustly  discriminatory,  because  the  service  was 
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supplied  at  less  than  cost.     Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft. 
L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

490.  A  rate  of  10  cents  per  thousand  gallons  of  water  furnished  a  gov- 
ernment penitentiary  for  an  average  daily  consumption  of  150,000  gal- 
lons was  found  to  be  less  than  reasonable  and  just,  because  furnished 
at  less  than  cost.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

491.  A  rate  of  50  cents  per  thousand  gallons  for  water  furnished  for 
domestic  purposes,  with  no  specific  guaranty  as  to  its  quality  or  purity, 
cajinot  be  justified  on  the  ground  of  additional  investment  or  on  any 
other  ground,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  company  furnishes  water  to 
ttie  United  States  government  at  6  cents  per  thousand  gallons  especially 
filtered  and  guaranteed  against  bacteria.  Leavenworth  ▼.  Leavenworth 
City  A  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

2.  Flat  or  meter  rates. 

492.  A  flat  rate  for  the  sale  of  water  is  objectionable  m  permitting 
waste  or  reckless  and  unnecessary  use  by  tiie  consumer.  Re  Light 
k  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

493.  The  method  of  selling  water  in  large  quantities  on  a  flat-rate 
basis  is  unbusinesslike  and  indefensible  from  any  point  of  view.  Leav- 
enworth v.  Leavenworth  City  A  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
611. 

494.  The  Commission,  while  disapproving  of  a  flat-rate  basis  for  sell- 
ing water  for  domestic  use,  allowed  a  reasonable  flat-rate  schedule  to 
stand,  on  the  ground  that  the  immediate  effect  of  requiring  flat-rate 
consumers  to  install  meters  might  work  hardship.  Leavenworth  t. 
Leavenworth  City  A  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

495.  A  water  company  may  substitute!  a  meter  rate,  based  upon  the 
cost  of  service,  for  a  flat  rate  for  water  supplied  to  its  consumers,  when 
it  appears  that  an  inadequate  supply  will  be  thus  augmented  and  that 
such  method  of  charge  is  for  the  best  interests  of  the  consumer  and 
the  public.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.UJL1916E, 
•71. 

496.  A  water  company  may  change  its  service  from  flat  rate  to  meter 
without  an  order  of  the  Commission  except  where  such  improvement  in- 
volves the  issuance  of  stock,  bonds,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 
Re  Bakersfleld  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  616. 

497.  A  municipality  owning  its  own  water  plant  was  permitted  to 
install  meters  and  to  substitute  meter  rates  for  flat  rates,  in  order 
to  conserve  its  water  supply.    Re  Rensselaer  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915D,  957. 

498.  A  water  company,  on  being  permitted  to  change  its  charge  for 
water  supplied  from  a  flat  rate  to  a  meter  rate,  was  authorized  to 
change  the  rates  on  file  with  the  Commission  on  condition  that  no  con- 
sumer should  be  required  to  pay  a  larger  bill  than  would  be  due  for  a 
greater  consumption.  Re  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.  (III.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  671. 

499.  An  amendment  of  a  rule  giving  a  water  company  an  arbitrary 
option  of  changing  consumers  from  flat  to  meter  rates  was  held  un- 
reasonable;  the  rule  itself  giving  the  company  the  right  of  changing 
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consumers   wasting   water    from   flat   to   meter    rates   b^ing,   however, 
deemed  reasonable.    Re  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  125. 

500.  A  municipal  water  utility  was  authorized  to  install  meters  upon 
the  premises  of  such  consumers  as  it  might  see  fit,  and  to  charge  ac- 
cording to  a  tentative  meter-rate  schedule  established  by  the  Commis- 
sion, although  the  plant  and  other  records  and  data  did  not  furnish 
sufficient  information  for  proper  rate  making,  where  it  was  claimed  that 
flat  rates  to  some  consumers  were  inequitable  or  inadequate,  and  that 
the  use  of  such  rates  had  been  abused;  and  where  it  appeared  necessary 
that  there  should  be  an  early  decision,  and  that  a  tentative  schedule 
should  be  established  until  proper  records  were  kept  and  more  accurate 
data  would  be  available.  Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.Rr 
1915E,  539. 

8»  Minimum  charges, 

501.  The  Indiana  Commission  held  that  a  water  utility  does  not 
have  the  right  to  collect  both  a  meter  rental  and  a  minimum  charge. 
Apple  V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  561. 

502.  A  utility  may  make  a'  reasonable  minimum  charge  for  water 
based  on  the  size  of  the  meter  and  consumption  of  water,  to  protect 
itself  from  loss  if  no  water  is  consumed,  but  it  cannot  make  such 
charge  in  the  form  of  rental  for  the  meter.  Public  Service  Commission 
v.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

503.  The  minimum  rate  for  water  under  a  meter  rate  schedule  was 
graduated  according  to  the  size  of  the  meter,  limiting  the  amount  of 
water  to  be  used  under  the  minimum  to  the  same  amount  for  each  size 
of  meter.    Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

504.  A  water  company  should  be  allowed  to  make  a  minimum  charge 
to  cover  certain  items  in  the  bperating  expenses  that  bear  little  or  no 
relation  to  the  amount  of  water  consumed  and  vary  with  the  number 
of  customers,  such  as  expenses  incurred  for  reading  meters,  carrying 
accounts,  billing,  and  maintenance  of  meters.  Lake  Forest  v.  Lake 
Forest  Water  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

505.  The  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  minimum  charge  for  water 
<!annot  be  determined  on  vague  and  meager  evidence,  since  the  reason- 
ableness of  such  a  charge  is  indissolubly  bound  up  with  the  cost  of 
meter  and  service,  cost  of  serving  a  customer  who  in  some  months 
receives  no  water,  and  the  average  consumption  of  minimum  con- 
sumers, matters  which  must  be  disclosed  in  the  record.  Re  Joplin 
Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  125. 

505a.  The  fairness  of  a  minimum  charge  of  50  cents  a  month  for 
water  for  domestic  service,  not  having  been  questioned,  was  found  by 
the  Commission  to  be  reasonable  and  just.  Leavenworth  v.  Leaven- 
worth City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.I915B,  611. 

505b.  A  water,  light,  power,  and  heat  company,  upon  its  own  appli- 
cation, was  allowed  to  reduce  its  minimum  charge  for  water  from  $1  per 
month  per  consumer  to  50  cents  per  month  per  consumer.  Re 
Owensville  Water,  Light,  Power  &  Heat  Co.   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1007. 

505c.  A  flat  rrte  for  domestic  use  of  water  was  ordered  to  be  Increased 
^1  io  $1.50  per  month,  where  it  appeared  that  the  company  was 
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not  making  operating  expenses.  Re  North  Moneta  Garden  Lands  Water 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  645. 

505d.  The  rates  of  a  water  company,  of  $3  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  with  a 
minimum  charge  of  $20  per  year,  were  held  reasonable,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  after  providing  for  economical  operating  expenses,  interest 
at  6  per  cent  on  the  company's  indebtedness,  and  for  annual  deprecia- 
tion, there  would  be  available  for  dividends  about  li  per  cent  on  the 
capital  stock.    Re  Reynolds  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  892. 

505e.  The  minimum  charge  of  a  water  company  was  reduced  from 
$1.60  for  4,285  gallons  or  less  per  month  to  $1.25  for  400  cubic  feet  or 
less  per  month,  it  appearing  that  50  per  cent  of  the  consumers  use 
mbout  400  cubic  feet  per  month  and  32  per  cent  use  less  than  300. 
Hollister  v.  Hollister  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  626. 

#.  Fire  protection, 

506.  A  minimum  charge  by  a  water  company  for  private  fire  protec- 
tion, based  upon  the  "readiness  to  serve''  proposition,  is  reasonable. 
Beloit  V.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

507.  A  water  company  is  justified  in  metering  all  services  installed 
for  the  purpose  of  private  fire  protection,  to  prevent  surreptitious  use, 
rather  than  with  the  idea  of  charging  for  water  used  in  case  of  fire. 
Beloit  V.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

508.  A  minimum  charge  for  private  fire  protection  based  upon  the  size 
of  the  service  openings  was  established  by  the  Wisconsin  Ck>mmi88ion. 
Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1005. 

509.  The  loss  voluntarily  occasioned  by  a  water  company  in  furnishing 
a  city  with  fire  protection  service  at  less  than  cost  is  to  be  borne  by 
the  utility  itself,  and  not  by  the  general  service.  Beloit  v.  Beloit 
Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  1006. 

510.  A  demand  charge  should  be  fixed  by  a  water  company  for  the 
maintenance  of  a  fire  system  in  a  town,  although  the  actual  water  con- 
sumed for  this  purpose  is  likely  to  be  negligible.  Arizona  Corp.  Com- 
mission V.  Morenci  Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

511.  The  rates  of  a  water  company  for  fire  hydrant  service  supplied 
to  a  city  can,  in  no  event,  be  more  than  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
service  to  the  city,  irrespective  of  the  investment  return  and  cost  to  the 
company;  and  the  rates  applicable  to  a  large  city  for  such  service  will 
not  be  established  for  a  small  city  where  the  quality  of  the  service  is 
not  the  same.     Re  San  Jose  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

512.  A  charge  of  $1,392  per  year  for  water  furnished  by  a  munici- 
pal waterworks  for  fire  protection  to  a  city  of  1,500  inhabitants  was 
held  not  unreasonable.  Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  539. 

513.  An  annual  rate  of  $40  per  hydrant  for  water  furnished  for  fire 
protection  was  held  to  be  reasonable  on  the  assumption  that  300  hy- 
drants would  be  in  service.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft 
L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

514.  A  water  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  city  water  rate 
from  $100  per  month  to  $140  per  month  for  fire  purposes,  but  was  not 
allowed  to  increase  its  other  rates,  although  it  appeared  that  the  rev- 
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enues  of  the  company  were  decreasing,  vhere  the  rates,  as  modified  by 
the  Commission,  were  as  high  as  the  company  could  reasonably  and 
justly  charge.  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  575. 

515.  An  annual  charge  of  $45  for  each  existing  fire  hydrant  was 
fixed  by  adding  to  an  allowance  of  10  per  cent  on  the  investment  for 
a  return,  surplus,  contingencies,  and  depreciation,  a  small  amount  for 
maintenance;  and  an  annual  charge  of  $30  for  future  hydrants  was 
fixed  on  the  basis  of  10  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  extensions,  where  the 
evidence  did  not  disclose  the  amount  of  water  used  nor  the  exact  main- 
tenance charge  for  such  service.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water 
&  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  512. 


S.  Yard  Hydrant. 

516.  A  water  company  was  required  to  furnish  water  for  yard  hy- 
drants at  $5  for  corner  lots  and  $4  for  Inside  lots,  where  the  water 
is  used  for  the  dwelling  house,  for  all  domestic  purposes,  and  for 
sprinkling  lawns,  gardens,  and  streets  under  a  franchise  fixing  rates 
for  water  "for  residences"  at  $10  and  $12  per  year  where  the  water  is 
piped  into  the  house,  and  "for  yard  hydrants  for  the  purpose  of  sprink- 
ling lawns  and  for  domestic  use  ...  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $6  for 
corner  lots  and  $4  for  other  lots,"  since  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  pre- 
sume that  where  the  water  is  piped  into  the  dwelling  much  more  will 
be  used  by  the  consumer  than  where  he  is  put  to  the  inconvenience 
of  carrying  it  from  the  yard.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon  Light 
&  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  383. 


6.  Tapping  fee. 

517.  A  proposed  rule  of  a  water  company  permitting  it  to  charge  a 
fee  for  tapping  mains  in  streets  and  laying  laterals  to  consumer's  prop- 
erty line  was  held  unfair  and  unreasonable  since  such  service  should 
be  performed  by  the  company,  and,  as  such  a  fee  had  not  previously 
been  charged,  the  adoption  of  the  rule  would  result  in  discrimination 
against  subsequent  consumers.  Re  Ga^saway  Development  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  551. 

518.  A  municipal  ordinance  requiring  each  consumer  of  water  to 
pay  to  the  city  a  fee  for  tapping  water  mains  and  laying  service  pipe 
to  nearest  curb  to  water  main,  which  prices  apply  to  three-quarter 
inch  tap  only, — other  taps  and  lengths  of  service  pipe  being  estimated 
on  application, — is  a  regulation  that  is  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Apple 
v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 


7.  Charge  for  additional  tap. 

519.  A  consumer  of  water  at  flat  rates  who  installs  additional  taps 
without  the  consent  of  the  utility  is  liable  to  pay  at  the  regular  rate 
provided  for  the  additional  service.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 
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8.  Charge  for  vacant  premiaea, 

620.  There  is  no  ground  for  complaint  that  no  rebate  is  made  by  a 
water  company  from  the  annual  charge  when  a  house  is  vacant,  where 
it  appears  that  the  charge,  though  an  annual  one,  is  payable  quarterly 
in  advance  in  so  far  as  the  minimum  charge  is  concerned,  and  the 
charge  for  excess  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  reading  of  the  meter, 
and  the  company  will,  upon  notification  from  the  consumer,  remove  the 
meter  when  the  house  is  vacant.    Re  Watson  (K.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  307. 

9.  Charge  for  turning  off  or  on, 

521.  The  rule  of  a  water  company  permitting  a  charge  of  $1  for  re- 
storing service  which  has  been  discontinued  for  nonpayment  was  held 
reasonable.    Joplin  v.  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  138. 

522.  A  n>aximum  charge  of  $1  for  turning  on  water  that  has  been  shut 
oS  because  of  nonpayment  of  bills  was  held  reasonable.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  v.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

523.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  providing  for  a  fee  of  $1  for  turning 
water  off  and  on,  in  particularly  aggravating  cases  of  nonpayment  of 
bills  or  for  gross  infraction  of  the  company's  reasonable  rules,  was 
held  reasonable  and  just.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L. 
Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  611. 

524.  A  water,  light,  power,  and  heat  company,  upon  its  own  appli- 
cation, was  allowed  to  increase  the  turning  on  and  off  fee  from  $1  to 
$2,  and  to  file  with  the  Ommission  a  rule  for  the  $2  charge.  Re 
OwensviUe  Water,  Light,  Power- &  Heat  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U,R.1915A,  1007. 

10.  Removing  or  replacing  meter ^ 

525.  Charges  for  removing  or  replacing  meters  are  not  proper,  but 
must  be  absorbed  in  the  charge  for  turning  on  or  shutting  off  water, 
where  the  accounting  system  of  the  Commission  provides  for  the  capi- 
talization of  the  cost  of  installing  the  meter  on  the  first  occasion,  since 
thereafter  its  removal  or  reinstallation  is  an  operating  charge  and  must 
be  borne  by  the  company  in  the  usual  way.  Re  Watson  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  307. 

n.  Wharf. 

526.  A  charge  of  $25  per  month  for  the  privilege  of  driving  upon  a 
wharf  to  carry  passengers  to  and  from  boats  landing  thereat  was  held 
reasonable  where  the  cost  of  a  single  trip  upon  the  wharf  did  not 
exceed  8^  cents,  and  the  structure  cost  $20,000,  and  had  a  high  cost  of 
maintenance.    Weekly  v.  Dungeness  Wharf  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  598. 

BEADINESS  TO  8£RVE. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to  in  determining  reasonableness  of  mini- 
mum charge,  see  Rates,  61. 
As  factor  to  be  considered  in  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  86,  87. 
Minimum  charge  for  natural  gas  to  provide  for,  see  Rates,  256. 
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BEADING  METERS. 

Minimum  charge  to  cover  expense  of,  see  Rates,  504. 

BEAI.  ESTATE. 

See  also  Land;  Taxes  and  Taxation. 

1.  A  telephcme  company  was  authorized,  under  a  conference  ruling, 
to  make  leases  of  such  portions  of  its  real  property  as  were  not  neces- 
sary or  useful  in  the  performance  of  its  public  duties,  such  leases  to 
be  for  terms  not  exceeding  five  years  and  for  such  rentals  as  will  con- 
stitute a  reasonable  return  under  all  the  circumstaxices.  Re  Chicago 
Teleph.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  596. 

2.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  insert  provisions  in  its 
leases  of  its  real  property  not  used  and  useful  in  its  public  duties,  to 
the  effect  that  such  leases  were  subject  to  termination  on  short  notice 
whenever  in  the  lessor's  opinion  the  property  BhsXl  have  become  neces- 
sary or  useful  in  its  public  business,  and  that  they  shall  be  termi- 
nated whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission  the  public  conven- 
ience and  necessity  so  require.  Re  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  596. 

REASONABI.ENESS. 

Review  by  court  of  unreasonable  exercise  by  legislature  of  its  police 
powers  including  regulation  of  railroads,  see  Appeal  and  Re- 
view, 14. 

Of  order  of  Commission  as  question  for  the  courts,  see  Courts,  1. 

Presumption  as  to,  see  Evidence,  *3-49. 

Of  rates  generally,  see  Rates. 

Of  return  generally,  see  Retubn. 

Test  of,  of  service,  see  Sebvice,  2. 

REBATES. 

Damages  for  unjust  discrimination  and  unreasonable  rates,  see  Dam- 
ages, 1.  * 

Payment  of  commission  by  telegraph  company  to  hotels  and  store- 
keepers on  messages  collected  by  them  as  rebate,  see  DiscBiMl- 

NATION,  2. 

RECEIPT  OF  BENEFITS. 

As  estoppel,  see  Estoppel. 

RECONNECTION. 

Of  service,  rules  by  Oregon  Commission  for  telephone  company, 

relative  to,  see  Payment,  8. 
Of  telephone,  charge  for,  see  Payment,  98,  99. 

RECONSTRUCTION. 

Of  plant  as  purpose  of  security  issue,  see  Secubity  Issttes,  112. 
Kight  of  telephone  company  as  to,  of  line  owned  by  individuals,  see 
Telephones,  22. 
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BECORDS. 

I.  In  general,  1,  2. 
11.  Place  of  Ueeping,  3—5. 
Ill,  Destruction  of^  0-^. 

/.  In  genermL 

S«e  also  Accounting;  Reports. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1098. 

Tel^hone  company  directed  to  enter  into  contracts  covering  switching 

relations  and  physical  connection  and  to  file  such  contracts  with 

Commission,  see  Intebcobpobate  Relations,  25. 
Power  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  inspect  records  of  carriers, 

see  Intbbstate  Commerce  Commission,  1-3. 

1.  Records  of  a  telephone  business  should  be  kept  in  suitable  books 
that  are  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  Commission,  to  show  that  the 
law  is  complied  with  in  accord  with  rate  schedules  published  and  filed 
with  it.    Criders  v.  Waters  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1044, 

2.  Reliable,  adequate,  and  permanent  records,  such  as  those  relating 
to  the  division  of  the  demand  among  the  different  classes  of  service 
rendered  by  the  utility,  the  record  of  kilowatt  hours  generated,  cost 
data,  amount  of  service  produced,  proper  consumer  statistics,  etc.,  are 
invaluable,  not  only  for  the  use  of  the  Commission,  but  as  an  aid  to 
more  efficient  plant  operation,  and  should  th^^refore  be  kept  by  an 
electric  lighting  utility  oompamy.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  1060. 

II.  Place  of  "keeping. 

Abstract  of  case  dealing  with  rights  of  utility  to  keep  its  records  with- 
out the  state,  P.U.R.1915C,  431. 

3.  All  electric,  gas,  water,  and  street  railway  corporations  in  Ari- 
zona are  ordered  to  keep  all  books,  records,  and  accounts  of  all  kind;} 
at  some  convenient  location  within  the  state,  preferably  at  their  place 
of  doing  business  or  their  local  office  or  headquarters.  Qeneral  Order 
No.  43  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  320. 

4.  The  Commissioa  authorized  two  telephone  companies  to  keep 
their  books,  records,  papers,  and  accounts  outside  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois, where  it  appeared  that  greater  efficiency  and  economy  would  re- 
sult therefrom,  upon  condition,  however,  that  the  same  should  be  pro- 
duced at  any  place  within  the  state  and  at  any  time  requested  by  the 
Commission,  and  that  the  Commission,  its  officers,  or  agents  would  be 
permitted  to  inspect  at  any  time.  Re  Kinloch-Bloomington  Tcleph.  Co. 
(III.)  P.r.R.1915B,  348. 

5.  An  application  by  a  utility  to  keep  its  books  and  accounts  in 
New  York  city  was  denied  although  it  would  effect  a  saving  in  operat- 
ing costs,  since  the  Commission  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  bookft  and 
accounts  of  the  applicant  should  be  available  for  inspection  and  ezaJBi- 
nation  by  the  Commission  at  all  times.  Re  Tuctoo  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
(Ariz.)   P.U.R.191oC,  430. 
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///.  Destr%$ction  of. 

Presumption  arising  from  absence  of  records  of  coat  of  construction,  see 
Valuation,  18. 

6.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  destroy  certain  of  its 
records  and  memoranda  where  it  appeared  that  the  application  was 
reasonable,  warranted  by  existing  conditions,  and  that  the  records 
and  memoranda  were  not  of  permanent  value.  Re  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R,1935A,  142. 

7.  A  telephone  company  was  granted*  authority  to  destroy  certain 
of  its  records  and  memoranda,  it  appearing  that  the  records  and  memo- 
randa in  question  were  not  of  permanent  value.  Re  Nebraska  Teleph. 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  878. 

8.  The  destruction  of  books  of  predecessor  utilities  by  or  under 
the  authority  of  officials  long  enough  in  the  service  to  know  their 
value  justifies  the  conclusion  that  it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing a  public  revelation  of  their  contents,  particularly  where  it  appears 
that  without  such  books  it  is  impossible  to  determine  the  original  cost 
of  the  companies'  properties  and  the  exact  sums  advanced  by  the  prin- 
cipal stockholder  and  bondholder  of  the  companies,  for  which  reim- 
bursement was  later  made  to  him  by  issues  of  bonds.  Re  Los  Angeles 
R.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  297. 

JUBOOUPMEJN  T. 

Of  losses  from  separate  departments  of  a  utility,  see  Rktuen,  126, 
127. 

RBCTIFIERS. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Ratss,  172, 

BEDBMPTIOK. 

Valuation  of  equity  of  redemption,  see  Valuation,  352. 

REDUCED  BATES. 

As  discrimination,  see  Discbimination. 

As  ground  for  admitting  competition  in  a  field  already  ooeupied, 
see  Monopoly  and  Oomfititioh,  42-46. 

REFUND. 

Of  excessive  charges,  see  Repabation. 

REFUKDIKO. 

Of  lawful  obligation  as  purpose  of  security  issues,  see  Sbcxtbity 
IsBUBS,  46-70,  83. 


To  render  senrioe  beeanie  of  failure  to  pay  biUs,  see  Payment,  7&- 
89. 
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RBGRfiMIVE. 

R^ressive  step-meter  rates  as  discriminatory,  see  Disobihination, 

117. 
Elimination  of  regressive  features  in  determining  percentage  oi 

active  horse  power  of  electric  utility,  see  Elbotbioitt,  1. 

BEOXTUUt  VBH. 

Of  telephone,  see  Telephones,  15. 

ItBOITIJlLTIOK. 

Necessity   of  regulation   of  automobiles  operated  as   jitneys,   see 

AUTOMOBIUCS,  2. 

Advantages    of    over    municipal    ownership,    see    Consolidation, 

Mebgeb  and  Sale,  23. 
Effect  of  contract  on  right  to  regulate,  see  Constitutional  Law, 

29-49. 


C<»isideration  on  appeal  of  point  not  set  out  in  notice  of,  see  Appeal 

AND  Review,  23. 
Jurisdiction  and  authority  of  Commission  on,  see  Cokmissions, 

9,  10. 
Time  for  making  orders  on,  see  Obdebs,  16. 

BEICIKO  CARS. 

Charge  for,  see  Discbimination,  18. 
Charge  for,  see  Rates,  286,  286a. 

BELIABILITT.  x 

Of  water  meters,  see  Sebvice,  440-442. 

RELIEF. 

Reversal  of  judgment  to  permit  of  partial,  see  Afpbal  and  Re- 
view, 39. 

Switching  rates  voluntarily  established  by  several  railroads  not  to 
be  changed  in  proceedings  to  which  all  the  railroads  are  not 
parties,  see  PBOCfEDUBE,  3. 

RELOCATION. 

Of  track,  service  to  be  rendered  upon,  see  Sbbvioe,  213* 
Of  street  railway  track,  see  Stbeet  Railway,  9,  12. 
Of  street  railway  track,  oost  of  chargeable  to  capital  account,  see 
Valuation,  16. 

REMAND. 

Of  case  to  Commission  to  certify  findings  of  fact,  see  Appeal 
AND  Review,  10. 

When  remand  unnecessary  on  reversing  judgment  dismissing  cer- 
tiorari to  review  order  of  Commission,  see  Appeal  aitd  Rstikw, 
40. 
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Procedure  upon  vacation  of  order  of  Commission,  8ee*ApPB4L  Aim 
Review,  41, 

remedies. 

See  also  Certiobasi;  Injunction;  Mandamus. 

Of  telephone  company  for  location  of  high  tension  wires,  see  Dam- 
ages, 9. 

Of  consumers  for  discrimination  in  rates  by  public  service  corpora- 
tion, see  Discrimination,  225,  226. 

1.  A  utility  furnishing  water  to  a  city  and  its  inhabitants  is 
bound  to  perform  such  reasonable  seirice  as  is  required  for  meeting 
the  demands  of  the  consumer,  and  where  the  consumer  and  the  com- 
pany are  unable  to  agree  as  to  the  size  of  the  tap  or  lateral,  or  the  com- 
pany refuses  to  perform  such  service  as  is  ''reasonable,  safe,  and  suffi- 
cipnt,  and  in  all  respects  just  and  fair,"  the  consumer  by  filing  his  com- 
plaint under  the  statute  (§  11  of  chapter  f  of  the  W.  Va.  acts  of  1913) 
may  have  the  matter  investigated  by  the  Public  Service  Commission. 
South  Buckhannon  ▼.  Buckhannon  Light  k  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  383. 

REMOVAL. 

Of  telephones,  see  Telephones,  12. 

RENEWALS. 

See  Repairs  and  Replacements. 

RENTALS. 

Apportionmoit  of,  between  electric  and  water  departments  of  utili- 
ties, see  Apportionment,  33.         / 

Of  meters,  see  Rates,  65-68,  501,  502. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  64,  65. 

Making  allowance  for,  to  subscribers  owning  their  own  telephones 
in  estimating  operating  expenses,  see  Return,  65. 

RENTAL  VALUE. 

Consideration  of  rental  value  of  house  of  bridge  tender  as  part  of 
income,  see  Return,  10. 

REORGANIZATION. ' 

Amount  of  security  issues  upon,  see  Sbcuritt  Issues,  123,  140-144. 

REPAIRS  ANB  Ri^LACEMBNTS. 

Of  boilers,  to  what  account  chargeable,  see  Accounting,  20. 

As  chargeable  to  depreciation  fund,  see  Depreciation,  6. 

Expense  of  cutting  pavement  in  order  to  make  repairs  on  water 
mains,  or  repairing  services,  as  operating  expense,  see  Re- 
turn, 48. 

Consideration  of,  in  fixing  return,  see  Return,  48-50. 

Security  issues  for  purpose  of,  see  Security  Issies,  109-112. 

Right  of  telephone  company  as  to  renewals  on  lines  owned  by  in- 
dividuals, see  Telephones,  22. 
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BEPARATIOK. 

/.  JuriBdiction  of  CommisMon,  1^4. 
II,  By  utaUy,  5-^a. 
III.  By  patron  or  consumerf  24,  25. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1098. 

Award  of  damages  as  reparation  for  unjust  discrimination  and  unrea- 
sonable rates,  see  Damages,  1. 

Review  of  findings  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  on  claim  hj  a 
shipper  for  reparation,  see  Evidence,  15. 

Limitation  of  action  for,  see  Limitation  op  Actions,  1-5. 

Sustaining  by  court  of  order  relating  to  refund  by  telegraph  company 
of  charges  on  intrastate  messages  as  groimd  for  similar  order  rela- 
tive to  interstate  messages,  see  Obdebs,  4. 

As  to  who  may  make  complaint  on  account  of  overcharge,  see  Pabtiss, 
4. 

/.  Jurisdiction  of  Commission, 

Power  of  Commission  to  entertain  claim  for,  for  excessive  rates  charged 
prior  to  passage  of  Commission  act,  see  Commissions,  19. 

3.  The  California  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  a  refund 
of  an  amount  collected  from  a  consumer  by  an  electric  utility  for  setting 
a  pole  and  installing  service  connections.  Nadeau  v.  Pacific  Light  & 
Power  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  638. 

2.  The  South  Dakota  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel 
telephone  subscribers,  receiving  extra  telephones  according  to  the  num- 
ber of  shares  of  stock  they  hold,  to  return  to  the  company  money  re- 
ceived in  renting  the  telephones  to  third  persons.  Cilley  v.  Kennebec 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  839. 

3.  The  New  Jersey  Board  of  Utility  Commissioners  is  without 
power  to  require  a  public  service  company  to  make  refunds,  and,  upon 
failure  of  the  company  to  refund  an  overcharge  to  a  customer  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  Board,  the  hitter's  only  recourse  is  to  the  courts 
of  law.  Murphy  v.  Tintern  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
289. 

4.  The  Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Commission  is  without  juris- 
diction to  take  cognizance  of  a  complaint  seeking  reparation  on  account 
of  certain  demurrage  diarges  collected  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Public  Service  Company  law  and  filed  after  the  enactment  of  that 
statute,  which  abolished  the  Railroad  Commission,  created  the  Public 
Service  Commission,  and  conferred  upon  it  jurisdiction  to  order  repara- 
tion in  cases  only  of  services  rendered  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
statute,  notwithstanding  the  provision  authorizing  it  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine pending  cases  and  to  dispose  of  the  unfinished  business  of  the 
Railroad  Commission,  since  the  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  pending 
case  nor  as  unfinished  business  of  the  Railroad  Conmiission  on  account 
of  the  complaint  being  filed  after  that  Commission  had  ceased  to  exist. 
Delaware  River  Steel  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
742. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 25. 
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//.  By  utaUy. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  reparation  for  overcharges,  P,U.B,1915D, 

1068. 
Validity  of  statute  requiring  reparation  of  excessive  rates,  see.CoNaTir 

TUTioNAL  Law,  8. 
Validity  of  statute  for  reparation  of  excessive  charges  by  the  railroad, 

see  Statutes,  7. 

6.  The  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  the  recovery  of  moneyt 
paid  for  freight  when  the  same  were  collected  in  violation  of  law. 
Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  P.U.R.1916F,  690  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  — ,  150 
Pac.  404). 

6.  The  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  actions  to  recover 
excessive  transportation  charges  collected  by  a  railroad  company  in 
violation  of  the  "long  and  short  haul"  clause  of  the  state  Constitution; 
the  provisions  of  the  Public  Utility  act  requiring  a  prior  order  of  the 
Railroad  Commission  establishing  the  validity  and  amount  to  the  de- 
mand for  excessive  or  discriminatory  charges  before  judgment  can  be 
taken  on  such  demand  in  the  courts  do  not  apply  to  such  a  case.  South- 
em  P.  Co.  V.  Superior  Ct.  P.U.R.1916F,  673  (S.  C.  —  Cal.  App.  —>  160 
Pac.  397). 

7.  An  award  of  reparation  will  not  be  granted  unless,  in  addition 
to  proving  that  the  rate  at  the  time  it  was  charged  was  excessive,  it  is 
also  shown  by  the  claimant  for  reparation  that  some  damage  or  in- 
jury was  sustained  by  it,  by  reason  of  the  imposition  of  such  exces- 
sive rate.  Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1079. 

8.  An  award  of  reparatioii  will  not  be  granted  to  increase  the 
profits  of  a  claimant  to  the  extent  that  the  rates  charged  were  found  to 
be  excessive,  where  it  appears  that  the  goods  transported  were  in  no 
case  sold  without  profit,  such  difference  in  profits  not  constituting  dam- 
age or  injury  to  claimant  due  to  the  imposition  of  excessive  rate 
Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  West^Ti  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
1079. 

9.  A  request  by  a  petitioning  shipper  for  reparation  in  such  sum 
as  the  Commission  should  find  charges  paid  in  excess  of  reasonable 
charges  was  dismissed,  where  it  appeared  that  the  petitioner's  business 
had  shown  a  steady  increase  in  volume  covering  the  period  during 
which  the  rates  complained  of  had  been  in  force.  John  H.  Allen  Seed 
Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  852. 

10.  Reparation  will  not  be  ordered  by  the  Pennsylvania  Commission 
merely  upon  evidence  that  complainant  has  been  charged  more  than 
the  rate  Authorized  by  a  published  tariff,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that 
the  published  rate  is  reasonable,  since  separation  ought  to  be  a  return 
of  the  difference  between  the  unjust  rate  paid  and  what  would  be  the 
entirely  reasonable  and  proper  rate  which  ought  to  have  been  charged. 
Adrian  Furnace  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  883. 

11.  Reparation  for  the  payment  of  the  fee  charged  by  a  water  com- 
pany for  making  a  service  connection  will  not  be  authorized,  where  it 
appears  that  the  practice  of  charging  for  such  connection  has  been  toI- 
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untarily  discontinued  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Comniisaion,  and  where 
the  connection  at  the  time  made  was  authorized  by  ordinance. 
Xickerson  v.  People's  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  25. 

12.  Electric  companies  were  authorized  to  make  reparation  of  the 
difference  between  rates  for  electric  power  for  flour-milling  purposes 
authorized  to  become  effective  November  1, 1915,  and  the  general  charges 
due  for  service  rendered  from  October  1,  1915,  where  no  specific  rates 
covering  this  class  of  service  had  theretofore  been  filed.  Re  Electric 
Power  Rates  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  884. 

13.  A  refund  from  the  charges  of  an  electric  light  company  for  past 
services,  made  under  its  lawful  schedule  on  file  with  the  Commission, 
will  not  be  granted  to  consumers  even  though  such  charges  are  found 
to  have  been  excessive.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

14.  The  failure  of  a  company  maintaining  a  wharf  to  file  a  tariff 
of  rates  charged  for  the  use  of  the  wharf  is  not  a  ground  for  ordering 
a  refund  of  the  charges  collected,  unless  the  rates  charged  and  col- 
lected are  unjust,  unfair,  or  unreasonable.  Weekly  v.  Dungeness  Wharf 
(Wash.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  598. 

15.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  waive  the  difference  be- 
tween freight  charges  assessed  by  it  on  certain  shipments  of  cedar 
trees  based  on  local  rates  then  in  effect,  and  the  charges  that  would  have 
applied  under  rates  authorized  by  tl^e  Commission  to  take  effect  shortly 
thereafter,  where  it  appeared  that  the  shipper  understood  that  the  lat- 
ter rates  were  in  effect  at  the  time  of  'the  shipment,  that  the  rates 
charged  were  excessive,  and  that  no  discrimination  would  result  inas- 
much as  no  other  shipments  of  the  same  class  had  been  made  over  the 
railroad  during  the  period  that  negotiations  were  carried  on  relating  to 
the  shipment.  Re  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A, 
714. 

16.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  adopt  a  rule  providing  for 
refunds  of  rentals  for  the  full  months  of  the  unexpired  time  paid  in 
advance  by  subscribers  not  owning  their  own  telephone  equipment  who 
desire  to  discontinue  any  service^  and  who  shall  have  been  patrons  one 
year  or  more.    Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  ( Kan. )  P.U.R.1916B,  507. 

17.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  adopt  a  rule  providing  for 
refunds  of  switching  fees  for  the  full  unexpired  time  paid  in  advance 
by  subscribers  owning  their  own  equipment  who  desire  to  discontinue 
any  service.    Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

18.  The  Commission  will  order  reparation  where  it  appears  that 
excessive  freight  charges  have  been  collected  in  violation  of  its  rules 
and  orders,  aKhongh  an  authorized  tariff  containing  the  excessive  rate 
has  been  filed  and  published.  Parlin  &  0.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
ft  S.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  4«0. 

19.  A  railroad  company  which  has  failed  to  deliver  shipments  of 
freight  promptly,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  Commission,  is  lia- 
ble for  the  car  rental  charges  against  the  shipper  under  the  terms  of 
a  contract  between  a  car  company  and  the  shipper,  although  the  rail- 
road company  is  not  a  party  to  such  rental  contract.  New  Orleans  Joint 
Traffic  Bureau  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  879. 
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20.  The  amendment  to  the  Maine  Public  Utilities  act  of  July  3, 
I9I5,  giving  the  Commission  power  to  authorize  reparation  or  adjust- 
ment, where  the  utility  admits  that  a  rate  charged  was  excessive  or 
unreasonable  or  collected  through  error,  etc.,  is  retroactive  and  applies 
to  claims  existing  prior  thereto  as  well  as  to  claims  arising  subsequent 
thereto.  American  Thread  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1065. 

21.  A  water  company  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  rebate  a  por- 
tion of  its  charges  when  a  leak  has  occurred  upon  the  premises  of  a 
consumer.    Austin  v.  Hackensack  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  423. 

22.  A  complaint  by  a  consumer  against  a  water  company,  alleging 
error  in  a  quarterly  bill,  was  dismissed  on  condition  that  a  rebate 
recommended  by  the  Commission's  inspector  for  fast  meter  be  made 
by  the  water  company,  where  the  inspector,  upon  examination  of  the 
consumer's  premises,  found  that  the  high  bill  was  mainly  due  to 
leaks  on  the  premises,  but  also  found  the  meter  to  be  fast.  Austin  t. 
Hackensack  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  423. 

23.  Reparation  at  the  rate  of  1  cent  per  hundred  pounds  was  ordered 
upon  shipments  of  crude  oil  between  Walford  and  Titusville,  Penn- 
sylvania, from  July  26,  1913,  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  public 
service  company  law,  to  October  20,  1913,  the  date  upon  which  the 
company  put  into  effect  a  rate  of  7i  cents  per  hundred  pounds  recom- 
mended by  the  Pennsylvania  State  Railroad  Commission.  Pennsylvania 
Paraffine  Works  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  506. 

///.  By  patran  or  cansumer* 

Abstract  of  case  authorizing  railroad  to  waive  collection  of  undercharge 
•    on  freight  shipment,  P.U.R.1915C,  309. 

24.  A  settlement  in  good  faith  on  the  basis  of  actual  shipping 
weights  of  a  controversy  between  shipper  and  carrier  over  the  freight 
charges  on  goods  transported  in  larger  cars  than  the  shipper  requested, 
coupled  with  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  the  capacity  of  the 
cars  so  requested  was  noted  upon  the  bill  of  lading  and  waybill,  as  is 
required  by  a  rule  in  the  carrier's  tariff  schedule,  which  provides  that 
when  larger  cars  are  supplied  by  the  carrier  for  its  own  convenience, 
the  freight  charges  shall  be  based  upon  the  minimum  carload  capacity 
of  the  cars  ordered  by  the  shipper,  prevents  the  carrier  from  recovering 
fom  the  shipper  the  difference  between  the  charge  as  settled,  and  the 
rate  based  upon  car  capacity.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v. 
Spring  River  Stone  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  305  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  718,  59  L.  ed. 
805,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456,  affirming  169  Mo.  App.  109,  154  S.  W.  465). 

25.  A  carrier  which  has  exacted  less  than  the  published  rate  for 
interstate  round-trip  passenger  tickets  over  the  different  routes,  going 
and  returning,  desired  by  the  purchaser,  may,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  chap.  104,  Comp. 
Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §  6,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  2^  1906  (34 
Stat,  at  L.  587,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8597),  prohibiting 
any  deviation  from  the  published  rates,  recover  from  such  purchaser 
the  difference  between  the  amount  paid  and  the  amount  which  should 
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have  been  charged  and  collected,  although  he  could  have  gone  to  des- 
tination and  returned  over  other  routes,  going  and  returning,  at  the 
rate  which  he  paid.  Louisville  &  K.  R.  Co.  v.  Maxwell,  P.U.R.1915C, 
30a  (S.  C.  237  U.  S.  94,  59  L.  ed.  853>  L.R.A.1915E,  665,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  494). 

AEPEAX. 

Power  of  Conunission  to  repeal  statute  forbidding  diBorimiaation 

in  telephone  rates,  see  Commissions,  33. 
Amendment  of  repealed  act,  see  8tati;tbs,  6. 

BEPLACEMEJITS. 

See  Repaibs  ard  Rkplagemknts. 

BBPOBTS. 

See  also  AccouimNQ;  Rboobds. 

Review  of  judgment  refusing  mandamus  requiring  carriers  to  permit 

inspection  of,  see  Appeal  ai9D  Review,  39. 
Power  of  Philippine  Islands  to  require  common  carriers  by  water  to 

present  annual  reports  in  specified  form,  see  OniMlsaidHS,  62. 
Weight  to  be  given  reports,  lor  return  made  by  public  utilHies  and 

reports  and   investigations  made  by  Commission's  staff,   see 

Evidence,  1. 
Acceptance  of  report  of  municipal  Commission  as  to  valuation,  see 

Evidence,  2. 
Penalty  for  failure  to  make,  see  Funis  and  PEifAums,  8. 

1.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  file  with  the  Commission 
certified  copies  of  all  their  franchises  and  ordinances.  Re  Telephone 
Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

2.  Telephone  companies  were  required  to  establish  a  regular 
schedule  of  rental  rates  and  charges,  incorporating  therein  any  rules  or 
conditions  imposed,  and  to  file  same  with  the  Commission-  Ra 
Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.),P.U.R.19ir)A,  1032. 

3.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  report  to  the  Commission 
in  their  annual  reports  the  treatment  of  and  amount  in  the  deprecia- 
tion fund.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  I^.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

4.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  file  with  the  Conunission 
certified  copies  of  all  contracts  and  agreements  affecting  their  service  or 
rates.    Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

5.  Certified  copies  of  contracts  between  telephone  companies  with 
reference  to  interchange  of  service  must  be  filed  with  the  Commission. 
Re  Pukwana  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  952. 

6.  All  agreements  and  contracts  of  every  kind  between  telephone 
companies  of  South  Dakota  and  every  person,  firm,  corporation,  or 
municipality,  in  any  manner  affecting  the  conduct  of  the  telephone 
business,  is  required  by  statute  to  be  in  writing  and  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners,  failure  to  comply  therewith 
subjecting  the  offender  to  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $200  or  more  than 
$1,000.    Re  Social  Toleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.l'.R.lOloC,  106. 

7.  Public  service  companies  are  forbidden  to  circulate  among  their 
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patrons  or  the  public,  in  any  written  or  printed  notice  or  other  com- 
munication, any  ruling,  regulation,  or  order  of  the  Commission,  unless 
an  exact  copy  is  sei  forth  at  length  and  the  date  thereof  aUo  stated, 
and  exact  copies  of  all  such  notices  filed  with  the  Commission  within 
three  days  of  the  date  of  issuance  thereof.  Re  Publication  of  Commis- 
sion's Rulings  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915A,  87. 

8.  The  ultimate  facts  rather  than  the  evidential  facts  are  to  be 
stated  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  in  the  report  which  that 
Commission,  under  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  379, 
chap.  104,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563),  §  14,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
June  29,  1906  (34  Stat,  at  L.  684,  chap.  3591,  Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8563), 
must  make  upon  investigating  a  complaint,  which'  report  tinder  t&ai 
statute  "shall  state  the  conclusions  of  the  CommisBion,  together  with 
its  decision,  order,  or  requirement  in  the  premises,"  and  if  damages  be 
awarded  "shall  include  the  findings  of  fact  on  which  the  sward  it 
made."  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1016D,  1072  (6.  C.  236 
U.  S.  412,  59  L.  ed.  644,  35  Snp.  €t.  Rep.  328,  modHying  128  C.  C.  A. 
311,  211  Fed.  785). 

BEPRODUCTIOK  COST. 

Of  electricity,  load  factor  as  determinatiye  of,  see  ELBcrrsiomr,  2. 

As  basis  for  computing  return,  see  RETinuf,  106-109. 

Consideration  of  duplication  cost  in  fixing  return  for  an  irrigation 
company,  see  Rbtubn,  110. 

Definition,  see  Valuation,  38. 

Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  82-^7. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valua- 
tion, 20,  2i,  23,  24,  26. 

As  measure  of  values,  see  Valuation,  38-45. 

Separate  allowance  for  co-ordination  of  plant,  see  Valuation,  50. 

Of  filled  tideiands  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  212. 

aEPRODUCTION  COST  LESS  DEPRECIATION. 

Definition  of,  see  Valuation,  46. 

As  basis  of  valuation,  see  Valuation,  40-52. 

RESEBVATIOKS  OF  ACCOMMODATIONS. 

By  railroad  companies,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrikination,  200. 
Duty  of  railroad  company  to  publish  rules  provided  for,  see  Service, 
271. 

RESERVE  FUND. 

See  Depreciation,  93-99. 

RESERVOIR. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  90. 

Cost  of  improving  ground  around  reservoir,  consideration  of,  in 
valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  158. 

Consideration  of  present  value,  in  valuation  proceedings  for  mu- 
nicipal purchase,  see  Valuation,  169. 

Allowance  in  valuation  for  impounded  water  in,  see  Valuation, 
231. 
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Elements  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  fixing  the  height  of  a 
dam  for  reservoir  purposes,  see  Water,  17-19, 

BE8£RVOIR  SITE. 

.    Valuatii<m  of  abandoned  reservoir  site,  see  Valuation,  184. 

RESIDENCE  RATES. 

Discrimination  in  reference  to,  see  Discbimination,  183,  188. 
Combined  business  and  residence  telephone  rates,  as  discriminatory, 

see  Discrimination,  185-187. 
Residence  telephone  rates,  see  Raites,  394-404. 
Distinction  between  rural  and  residence  telephone  rates^  see  Rates, 

404. 

RESIDEKCES. 

Classifying  private  residence  as  boarding  and  rooming  house  for 
telephone  rates  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  188. 

Delegation  to  one  company  of  the  right  to  check  baggage  at,  as  dis- 
crimination, see  Discrimination,  203. 

Electric  rates  for  lighting,  see  Rates,  179,  180. 

Telephone  rates  for  physician's  office  located  in  residence,  see 
Rates,  397. 

Power  of  Commission  over  service  rendered  by  railroad  company  in 
checking  baggage  at,  see  Sebviob,  42. 

Four-party  line  telephone  service  for  residence,  see  Service,  ^373. 

Location  of  telephones  in,  see  Sebviob^  425. 

RES  JUBIOATA. 

Not  to  be  invoked  in  matters  purely  administrative,  see  Orders,  8. 

RESTORINO  SERVICE. 

Reasonableness  of  charge  for,  to  delinquent  consumers,  see  Rates, 
521-524. 

RESTRAINT   OF   TRADE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  laws  against,  see  Commis- 
sions, 37-39. 


RETAIL  EUBOTRIC  OOMPAKIES. 

Conditions  imposed  on  authorized  merger  with  wholesale  electric 
company,  see  Consolidation,  Mesoeb  and  Sale,  31. 

RETIREMENTS. 

Accounts  for,  see  Aooountino,  22* 

RETROACTIVE. 

See  Statutes,  3, 16. 
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RETUBK. 

/.  In  generalf  1^9. 
II,  Computation  of,  10^91. 

a,  Reventie  or  income,  10, 

5.  Expenditures  chargeable  to  operation  or  oaplCol,   li— 
89. 

1.  In  general,  J  J— 17.  • 

2.  Miscellaneous   expenses,    IS^^S* 

3.  Surplus  and  contingencies,  S^-^Q, 

4.  Betterments,   40— 47. 

5.  Repairs  and  replacements,   4^->50. 
H.  Salaries  and  wages,  61^63, 

7.  Rentals  and  license  fees,   64^66, 

S,  Legal  advice,  67, 

9,  Damages  for  personal   injuries,    eS'-^B. 

10.  Allowances  for  amortization  of  certain   expenses, 

78^-86. 
(a)  In  general,  73—75. 
(h)  Bond  discount  and  other  costs  of  financing, 

76-^1. 

(c)  Commission  expenses,  82,  83, 

(d)  Losses  caused  hy  expiration  of  franchise,  84. 

(e)  Losses  caused  hy  storms  and  floods,  85,  86, 

11.  Interest,  87. 

12.  Insurance,  88,  89. 

c.  Municipal  plants,  questions  peculiar  to,  90,  91, 
III,  Reasonableness,  92^222, 
a.  In  general,  92—96. 
h.  Return  to  which  utility  is  entitled,  97*^128* 

1.  Return  on  fair  value,  97^^113. 

2.  Factors  to  be  considered,   114—123. 

(a)  Comparison  of  returns,  114,  115, 

(1)  In  general,  114, 

(2)  Legal  rate  of  interest,  IIS, 

(b)  Efficiency  of  management,  116—120, 

(c)  Risic  of  competition,  121, 

(d)  Public  policy,  122,  123, 

3.  Reasonableness  of  return  as  a  whole,  124—128, 

c.  Confiscation,  129—133, 

1,  In  general,  129. 

2.  Distinction  between  unremmonablemess,  and  eon^ 

cation,  130—133. 

d.  Actual  trial  to  determine  reasonableness,  134, 

e.  Reasonableness  of  specific  amounts,  135—222* 

1.  Electricity,  135-152, 

2.  Express,  153. 

3.  Ferries,  154,  154a. 

4.  Gas,  155-161, 

5.  Irrigation,  162, 

6.  Natural  gas,  163. 
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m.  e — continue, 

7.  Railroads,  164,  16f^. 

S.  Street  railways,  106^172. 

9,  Telephones,  173^902. 

10.  Toll  Jtridges,  203. 

11.  Warehouses,  204. 

12.  Water,  206-~222. 

I.  In  general. 

Dividends  not  to  be  declared  out  of  sinking  fund  uppropriations  and 
sinking  fund  reserves,  see  Aocountino,  14. 

Apportionment  of  revenues,  see  Apfobtiojuuent, 

Missouri  Commission  without  jurisdiction  to  construe  or  enforce  ordi- 
nance requiring  utility  annually  to  pay  city  per  cent  of  gross  in- 
come, see  Commissions,  59. 

Effect  on,  of  failure  to  provide  for  depreciation,  see  DsPfOdATiON, 
30-32. 

Presumption  of  increase  in  revalue  from  increase  in  service  capacity, 
see  Evidence,  4. 

Amount  of  security  issues  aa  dependent  upon  ability  to  pay  dividends, 
see  SvcuBiTT  Issues,  139. 

Duty  of  utility  to  render  service  as  affected  by  return,  see  Sebvioe,  45- 
61. 

Duty  of  utility  to  make  extension  as  affected  by  prospective  return,  see 
Sbbvice,  81-90. 

Extension  of  street  railway  lines  deferred  because  of  business  depression 
and  diminished  revenues,  see  Sebvice,  287. 

1.  It  is  not  certain  that  a  reduction  in  the  dividends  of  a  gas  com- 
pany will  necessarily  follow  a  reduction  in  the  price  of  its  commodity. 
Re  Lawrence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

2.  Although  the  return  from  the  increaeed  sales  of  naturkl  gas 
for  industrial  purposes  may  be  less  than  the  cost  of  the  gas  plus  ordi- 
nary losses,  such  sales  may  reduce  the  cost  of  service,  provided  they  use 
only  gas  that  would  otherwise  go  to  waste  due  to  inability  to  dispose  of 
the  gas  supply  which  the  company  is  required  to  purchase  in  accordance 
with  the  contractual  minimum.  Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

3.  In  estimating  the  return  of  a  water  company,  the  Commission 
will  take  a  representative  period  in  the  past  as  a  fair  measure  of  aver- 
age future  operations,  although  the  business  of  two  large  consumers  of 
water  were  at  the  time  of  making  the  order  in  an  abnormally  de- 
pressed condition.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co. 
(Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  52o. 

4.  Normal  consumption,  rather  than  a  consumption  which  is  possi- 
ble but  improbable,  should  be  the  consumption  accepted  in  fixing  the 
return  that  should  be  assured  to  an  electric  light  company  which  is 
ordered  to  extend  and  furnish  service  to  a  residence  located  some  dis- 
tance away  from  the  main  streets  of  a  community.  Tieman  v.  Public 
Sirrice  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  674. 
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5.  A  more  accurate  appraisal  of  a  water  company's  property  than 
appears  in  the  records  on  file  in  the  Commission's  office  and  on  testi- 
mony presented  at  the  hearing  is  unnecessary  in  a  rate  inquiry,  where 
there  is  a  wide  margin  between  actual  net  return  and  the  rate  of  return 
on  the  investment,  which  the  Commission  would  be  disposed  to  allow 
the  company,  before  declaring  the  return  from  the  rates  complained  of 
unreasonable.     Re  Reynolds,   (Conn.)   P.UJ1.1915A,  892. 

6.  A  gas  company  should  be  permitted  to  charge  any  reasonable  rate 
that  will  produce  the  greatest  net  revenue  when  such  company  is  not 
making  sufficient  revenue  to  provide  for  depreciation  and  interest  on 
the  investment.  El  Reno  v.  El  Reno  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916A, 
226. 

7.  The  rates  of  a  gas  company  will  not  be  reduced  as  exorbitant 
when  it  appears  that  the  net  earnings  are  insufficient  to  pay  interest 
and  provide  a  reasonable  depreciation  allowance  on  a  plant  value  fixed 
by  the  Commission,  without  investigation,  at  two  thirds  of  the  repro- 
duction value  reported  to  the  Commission  by  the  gas  company.  EI  Reno 
V.  El  Reno  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  226. 

8.  For  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  railroad  accounts,  the  soundest 
basis  is  found  in  the  net  operating  revenue,  for  the  reason  that  extrav- 
agant or  imprudent  management  is  revealed  mainly  in  the  companies' 
capital  expenditures,  leases  of  other  lines,  or  investments  in  the  se- 
curities of  other  companies,  such  transactions  affeeting  the  amount  of 
the  net  corporate  income,  but  exercising  but  little  influence  upon  the 
net  operating  revenue.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
362. 

9.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  is  entitled  to  an  adequate 
return,  but  while  it  may  choose  between  profits  and  a  hig^  operating 
cost,  yet  it  may  not  impose  upon  the  public  a  combination  of  the  two 
which  is  unreasonably  high.  Milford  Electric  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.UJL 
1916B,  577. 

II,  Computatiim  of. 

a.  Reventte  or  income* 

10.  The  rental  value  of  a  dwelling  necessary  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  gateman  or  toll  master  of  a  toll  bridge,  and  occupied  for 
the  owner  of  the  bridge,  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  bridge 
income,  the  value  of  the  house  having  been  allowed  as  part  of  the 
value  of  the  bridge  property.  Gates  v.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Ck>. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  602. 

b.  BxpendUures  chargeable  to  operation  or  capital* 

1.  In  general. 

Accrued  depreciation  as  an  operating  expense,  see  DEPRECiATioisr,  110. 
Issuance  of  securities  to  pay  operating  expenses,  see  Shjuukity  Issues, 
108. 

11.  Extravagant  operating  expenses  of  a  publie  utility  should  bt  r»- 
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dueed,  or  the  company  should  be  made  to  suffer  a  corresponding  re: 
duction  in  the  return,  since  the  public,  while  not  interested  in  the 
apportionment  of  a  given  sum  between  dividends  or  management  costs, 
is  clearly  interested  when  the  combination  of  such  costs  is  unreason- 
ably high.     Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition    (Mass.)    P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

12.  A  telephone  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates  in  spite 
of  the  fact  tliat  its  operating  expenses  were  unusually  high,  where  it 
was  shown  that  this  was  largely  due  to  conditions  incident  to  the  de- 
velopment of  an  oil  country.  Re  Gushing  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 
1915A.  639. 

13.  It  was  recognized  in  an  investigation  of  railroad  rates  that 
proper  development  of  railroad  service  and  facilities  would  be  arrested, 
and  needed  improvements  retarded,  if  maintenance  expenses,  although 
relatively  large  as  compared  with  former  years,  should  be  materially 
reduced.    Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

14.  In  arriving  at  an  estimate  of  the  reeasonable  operating  expenses 
of  an  electric  light  company,  a  comparison  of  the  expenses  of  the  com- 
pany's business  with  the  expenses  of  other  similar  utilities  furnishes 
important  evidence  in  reaching  a  conclusion,  although  such  compari- 
son does  not  reveal  to  what  extent  the  difference  in  operating  cost  is 
influenced  by  wages  and  salaries,  improper  allocation  of  expenditures 
for  operation  and  construction,  and  inefficiency  arising  from  a  differ- 
ence in  the  station  load  and  engine  capacity.  Charlesworth  y.  Omro 
Electric  Light  Ck).   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

15.  An  average  annual  operating  expense  for  a  nine-year  period 
amounting  to  43.23  per  cent  of  the  average  annual  operating  revenue 
of  a  gravity  system  water  plant  was  held  to  be  excessive  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  business  was  largely  conducted  by  a  superintendent 
and  one  helper.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

16.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  rates  of  an  electric  light  company, 
capital  expenditures  improperly  charged  to  operating  expenses  in  the 
company's  income  accounts  cannot  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
reasonable  operating  expenses  of  such  company,  particularly  where  the 
Commission  in  fixing  the  fair  value  of  the  company's  properties  holds 
tliat  the  company  should  not  be  limited  to  the  book  value  shown  on  its 
books,  because  of  the  fact  that  such  expenditures  had  not  been  included 
therein.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
191 5B,  1. 

17.  The  theory  that  all  operating  expenses  of  an  electric  light  and 
power  company  (exclusive  of  cost  of  electricity  purchased),  and  interest 
and  dividend  charges,  must  be  shared  proportionately  by  its  customers, 
regardless  of  the  amount  of  electricity  which  each  uses  or  of  the  con- 
ditions under  which  it  is  used,  is  unsound,  and  its  application  would 
prove  an  effective  check  to  the  development  of  the  company's  business. 
Milford  Electric  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  577. 

2,  Miscellaneous  expenses^ 

18.  Operation  accounts  of  a  distributing  gas  coifipany  are  not  con- 
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elusive  on  the  question  of  the  adequacy  of  its  return  where  the  prices 
which  it  pays  for  its  gas  to  a  generating  company  under  the  same  con- 
trol are  excessive.    Natick  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  655. 

19.  The  Idaho  Commission  does  not  favor  the  remodeling  of  city 
cars  for  one  man  operation  in  order  to  reduce  the  operating  expenses 
of  a  traction  company  for  the  purpose  of  economy,  in  view  of  the  cost 
of  the  necessary  changes,  and  the  probable  unsatisfactory  service. 
Re  Idaho  Traction  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

20.  An  amount  received  from  insurance  and  salvage  of  a  street  car 
barn  and  rolling  stock,  and  from  a  sale  of  the  remainder  of  the  cars, 
that  is  not  reinvested  in  permanent  property,  but  is  used  in  reconstruct- 
ing roadbed  and  track,  is  an  expense  properly  chargeable  against  opera- 
tion, and  cannot  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  capital  invested  in  determin- 
ing the  basis  of  a  fair  return.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  370. 

21.  A  subsidiary  natural  gas  company's  proportionate  share  of  the 
general  expenses  of  the  parent  company  is  a  proper  charge  to  be  con- 
sidered in  fixing  rates.  Re  Glenville  Natural  Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  848. 

22.  The  fact  that  the  expense  of  operating  a  station  of  an  electric 
utility,  through  which  purchased  power  is  transmitted,  is  properly 
chargeable  to  the  production  of  power,  must  be  considered  in  compar- 
ing the  cost  of  generated  power  with  that  of  the  power  purchased, 
although  such  expense  was  classified  as  a  transmission  expense  in  de- 
termining the  total  expenses.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.UJ1.1915F,  747. 

23.  An  allowance  should  not  be  made  as  an  operating  expense  to  a 
utility  of  3  per  cent  of  its  gross  rates  paid  into  the  treasury  of  its 
parent  holding  company  to  cover  general  supervision  expenses,  where 
the  surcharge  has  not  benefited  the  consumers  sofiiiciently  to  be  reflected 
by  any  lowered  rates.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(111.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  235. 

24.  In  estimating  the  operation  expenses  of  a  utility  purchasing 
electric  power  from  the  United  States  reclamation  service,  no  allow- 
ance was  made  for  the  cost  of  break -down  service  upon  interruption 
to  the  supply,  where  experience  had  shown  that  there  was  no  extended 
discontinuance  from  occasional  breakdowns  in  the  government  service. 
Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

25.  An  extraordinary  expense  which  will  not  again  be  incurred  by 
an  electric  utility  in  the  dismantling  of  primary  lines  of  the  company 
supplying  it  with  current  and  transferring  the  current  distribution  to 
the  primary  lines  of  the  utility  will  not  be  considered  in  determining 
its  earnings  for  rate-making  pruposes, — assuming  it  to  be  a  proper 
charge  to  operating  expenses.  Re  Macon  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  648. 

26.  A  charge  of  a  certain  amount  per  month  for  bad  accounts  should 
not  be  allowed  in  the  operating  expenses  of  a  telephone  company,  when 
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the  Commission  allows  it  to  make  a  rate  of  25  cents  in  excess  of  the 
actual  rates  to  be  collected  if  bills  are  not  paid  on  or  before  the  15th 
of  each  month.    Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  516. 

27.  General  office  and  majiagement  expenses  are  unreasonably  higli 
where  it  appears  that  they  are  more  than  experience  shows  to  be 
necessary  for  skilful  and  efficient  management,  and  that  an  associa- 
tion which  owns  the  company  is  making  an  unwarranted  profit  on  the 
service  of  those  managing  the  company,  and  where  no  decrease  in 
unit  costs  follows  any  increase  in  output.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Peti- 
tion,  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

28.  In  securing  the  economical  management  of  a  public  service  cor- 
poration, regard  should  be  had  to  the  possible  saving  to  be  effected  by 
the  use  of  the  cheapest  grade  of  coal  consistent  with  efficient  service. 
Weaver  v.  Kirkville  Light,  Power  &  Ice  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  114. 

29.  The  imsrease  in  operating  expenses  of  a  water  company  caused 
by  a  change  from  flat-rate  service  to  met^r  service  is  a  charge  properly 
allowable  to  the  operation  account.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v. 
Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  625. 

30.  The  steadily  increasing  ratio  of  operating  expenses  to  operating 
revenues  of  railroad  companies,  due  to  the  general  increases  in  the 
cost  of  fuel,  labor,  and  maintenance  of  way,  structures,  and  equipment, 
was  recognised  in  a  determination  of  the  reasonableness  of  proposed 
changes  in  railroad  rates.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate  Case  (M%,8s.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  362. 

31.  The  advancing  ratio  of  railroad  maintenance  expenses  to  operat- 
ing revenues,  whether  due  to  the  failure  of  the  coippanies  to  make 
adequate  provision  for  maintenance  in  the  past,  or  to  the  remarkable 
railroad  development  of  late  years,  requiring  enormous  expenditures 
for  larger  and  heavier  equipment,  was  not  disregarded  in  a  determina- 
tion of  the  reasonableness  of  proposed  changes  in  passenger  fares,  al- 
though it  was  contended  that  the  railroads,  in  order  to  make  a  favor- 
able showing  for  an  increase  in  rates,  had  buried  their  net  earnings, 
by  charging  maintenance  expmises,  not  only  with  all  the  necessary 
cost  of  maintenance,  but  also  with  the  cost  of  many  new  additions 
which  properly  belonged  to  new  construction,  and  represented  a 
capital,  rather  than  an  operating  expense;  it  being  recognized  that  a 
considerable  part  of  the  cost  of  needed  railroad  construction  and  re- 
newals cannot  be  capitalized,  but  must,  in  the  absence  of  an  adequate 
reserve  for  depreciation,  be  charged  to  operating  expenses.  Railroad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  3*62. 

32.  Fair  annual  allowances  for  operating,  labor,  materials,  taxes, 
depreciation,  and  interest  of  an  electric  light  company,  the  plant  and 
business  of  which  had  been  valued  at  $11,500,  were  estimated  to  be 
$4,196  for  dmik  to  midn^ht  service,  $4,911  for  dusk  to  dawn  service, 
and  $6^113  for  continuous  service.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric 
UghtCo.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

33.  An  allowance  of  $10,000  was  fixed  as  a  just  and  reas<mable 
amount  for  the  operating  expense  of  a  municipal  water  plant  the  valu- 
ation of  which  had  been  found  to  be  $128^83.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  561. 
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a.  Surplus  and  contingencies, 

34.  Rates  for  natural  gas  should  be  fixed  so  as  to  provide  a  reason- 
able margin  of  return  for  unexpected  outlays  liable  to  occur  in  conduct- 
ing so  hazardous  an  enterprise,  and,  since  the  public  is  vitally  interested 
in  the  continuation  of  the  service,  no  unreasonahle  restriction  should 
hamper  the  companies  in  reaching  a  new  source  of  supply  and  serving 
the  public  as  long  and  as  well  as  practicable.  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.RJ916E,  763. 

35.  A  gas  utility  will  not  be  allowed  a  rate  of  return  to  provide 
a  surplus  as  protection  agiunst  future  extraordinary  casualties  such 
as  tornadoes  and  floods,  where  such  losses  may  be  guarded  against  by 
insurance,  and  it  appears  that  the  utility  is  already  paying  into  a 
fund  of  its  parent  holding  company  an  annual  percentage  supposed  to 
cover  casualties  of  dependent  companies,  that  less  than  one  tenth  of 
the  valuation  of  the  property  consists  of  structures  or  equipment  sub- 
ject to  serious  accidents  during  tornadoes  or  floods,  and  that  it  is  only 
remotely  possible  that  such  casualties  will  occur.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair 
County  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  235. 

36.  A  reserve  for  surplus  above  operating  cost  should  be  made  from 
the  revenues  of  a  street  railway  company  to  provide  for  improve- 
ments, either  by  full  payment  therefor  from  such  surplus,  or  to  meet 
increased  cMarges  on  required  additional  bond  capital,  or  return  upon 
necessarily  issued  additional  stock.  Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
1095. 

37.  It  is  a  wisei  business  policy  on  the  part  of  a  public  utility  corpo- 
ration as  well  as  a  benefit  to  the  public  to  make  reservations  for  surplus 
and  contingencies.  Meek  v.  Onsumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  956. 

38.  Having  included  an  item  ''shortage  of  inventory"  and  the  amor- 
tization of  Public  Service  Commission  expenses,  in  the  operating  ex- 
penses of  public  service  corporation  in  a  rate  proceeding,  it  was  held 
that  3  per  cent  of  the  fair  present  value  of  an  electric  company's  prop- 
erty was  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  exact  evidence,  as  a  reservation 
out  of  income  for  surplus  and  contingencies.  Commercial  Club  v.  Mis- 
aouri  PubUc  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

39.  An  allowance  of  5  per  cent  on  the  fair  present  value  of  the  pr<^- 
erty  of  an  dlectric  light  and  power  company  was  made  by  the  Com- 
mission to  provide  for  surplus,  contingencies,  and  depreciation.  Meek  v. 
Consumers  E.  L.  k  P.  Co.  (Mo:)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

4.  Betterments, 

40.  The  placing  of  steel  or  iron  poles  in  lien  of  wooden  or  other 
poles  is  a  proper  charge  to  capital  for  the  difference  between  the  ma- 
terial and  labor  necessary  to  install  the  steel  or  iron  poles,  and  a  re- 
production value  new  of  the  material  and  labor  abandoned.  Re  Tucson 
Oas,  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915C,  510. 

41.  Interest  paid  by  a  subsidiary  company  to  a  holding  company 
upon  money  advanced  for  the  construction  and  purchase  of  its  system 
is  not  a  part  of  the  former  company's  operating  expenses  where  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


RETURN,  II.  b,  5.  899 

rates  are  based  upon  tbe  total  value  of  the  system  including  property 
acquired  and  constructed  with  such  advances.  Re  Olenville  Natural  Gas 
Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  848. 

42.  Expenditures  for  improvements  and  betterments  to  a  streeet 
railroad  were  held  capital  charges,  and  not  chargeable  as  maintenance 
labor  to  operating  expenses.  Re  Ft.  Scott  A  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  & 
P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.19ir,F,  512. 

43.  A  telephone  company  was  directed  to  provide  for  additions  and . 
betterments  to  its  property  in  the  future  out  of  new  capital  secured 
through  the  sale  of  stock,  rather  than  out  of  earnings  at  the  expense 
of  the  service  and  the  proper  maintenance  of  property  already  in  exist- 
ence.   Re  Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  57. 

44.  The  cost  to  a  utility  of  making  an  initial  service  installation  is 
a  proper  capital  account  charge,  and  therefore  should  not  be  consid- 
ered as  an  operating  charge  or  as  in  any  manner  assessable  against 
the  individual  consumer.  Re  Water,  G.  £.  &.  T.  Utilities  Requiring 
Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

45.  The  subscribers  of  a  telephone  utility  should  not  be  required  to 
contribute  any  amount  in  the  form  of  increased  rates  or  otherwise 
toward  increasing  the  capitalization  of  the  plant,  since  only  stock- 
holders can  share  in  the  return  on  such  increased  capitalization.  Re 
Citizens*  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  99. 

46.  A  street  car  company  was  held  entitled  to  have  an  amount  re- 
ceived from  insurance  and  salvage  of  a  street  car  barn  and  rolling  stock, 
and  from  a  sale  of  the  remainder  of  the  cars,  that  was  not  reinvested  in 
permanent  property  but  was  used  in  reconstruction  work,  liquidated 
from  earnings,  and  to  receive  interest  from  it  to  the  extent  it  remains 
unliquidated,  and  to  treat  it  as  an  operating  deficit,  where  the  recon- 
struction was  necessary,  even  though  the  amount  could  not  be  regarded 
as  part  of  the  capital  invested  in  determining  the  basis  of  a  fair  re- 
turn.   Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.l  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

47.  A  deficit  appearing  in  the  balance  sheet  of  an  electric  light  com- 
pany may  not  exist,  and  a  depreciation  reserve  liability  may  be  fully 
covered  by  assets,  where  the  book  value  is  understated  because  of  tbe 
fact  that  construction  has  been  paid  for  out  of  earnings  not  charge'd 
to  the  plant  account.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

5.  Repairs,  and  replacements. 

48.  The  expense  of  cutting  pavement  in  order  to  make  repairs  upon 
water  mains  or  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  services  is  chargeable  to 
the  repair  account,  and  cannot  be  charged  as  a  part  of  the  valuation 
in  a  ratc'making  case.    Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

49.  The  cost  of  removing  poles  and  wires  from  the  streets  to  the 
alleys  of  a  city  when  the  line  is  not  lengthened  and  the  construction 
remains  the  same  is  an  operating  expense  under  the  rule  of  the  Ari- 
zona Commission,  and  such  expense  is  chargeable  to  the  operating  ac- 
counts. Re  Tucson  Gas,  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
610. 

50.  The  cost  of  current  repairs  was  deducted  from  revenue  In  as- 
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certaining  tbe  net  operating  expense  of  a  telephone  company,  e^olu- 
give  of  maint^iance  and  depreciation,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  rates. 
Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U,R.1915F,  364. 

6.  Salaries  and  uHigea, 

61.  Unusually  high  wages  and  salaries  must  be  considered  partially 
as  a  disposition  of  net  income,  unless  they  result  in  greater  efficiency 
and  consequent  reduction  of  expenses  in  other  directions.  Charles- 
worth  V.  Omro  :^lectric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

52.  Charges  made  by  holding  companies  for  managerial  or  other  out- 
side services  should  be  based  upon  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  neces- 
sary service  wKen  rendered  by  employees  of  the  company,  but  a 
Commission,  although  not  satisfied  with  the  reasonableness  of  the  prin- 
ciples involved,  may  allow  such  charges  when  justified  by  savings 
effected  thereby.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  CJo. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

53.  A  charge  of  $6,000  for  the  salary  of  a  president  of  an  Oregon 
electric  corporation  was  held  not  such  an  expense  as  is,  under  the  Com- 
mission's classification  of  accounts,  properly  chargeable  to  operating 
expenses,  where  it  appears  that  the  president  lived  fn  Nebraska,  was 
infrequently  in  Oregon,  and  rendered  his  service  mostly  in  the  financing 
of  the  corporation,  which,  until  the  fiscal  year  under  investigation, 
charged  this  expense  against  Suspense,  Reorganization  Expenses,  or 
Commissions  on  Sales  of  Securities,  rather  than  to  operation;  and  the 
account  Expenses  of  General  Officers  was  surcharged  by  the  Commission 
with  an  amount  representing  traveling  expenses  of  the  president 
to  and  from  his  home  in  Nebraska,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
negotiation  of  a  power  contract  with  a  prospective  rival.  La  Grande 
Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
909. 

54.  An  amount  paid  to  the  general  manager  of  a  street  railway 
company  as  adjustment  of  back  salary  was  not  considered  in  determin- 
ing whether  the  company  was  entitled  to  greater  earnings,  where  the 
payment  was  made  out  of  surplus  funds,  although  the  amount  of  the 
salary  was  open  to  criticism.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co,  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

55.  The  amount  of  salary  paid  by  a  utility  to  a  controlling  stock- 
holder in  excess  of  reasonable  and  just  compensation  for  the  services 
rendered  must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  return  on  the  investment. 
Sandpolnt  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.   (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

56.  No  part  of  the  operator's  salary  or  office  rent  ol  a  local  exchange 
peirforming  switching  service  for  rural  party  lines  owned  by  the  same 
company  is  chargeable  as  an  operating  expense  against  such  lines  al- 
ready charged  with  a  statutory  fee  of  25  oeats  per  month  upon  each 
instrument  for  such  servioe.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  C!o.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  562. 

57.  A  public  utility  IB  entitled  to  an  allowAnoe  for  gratuitous  serv- 
ices rendered  by  its  officers  in  estimatiug  the  opeimtiQg  expenses  for  rate- 
making  purposes.  Corona  t.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.UJ1.1915F,  1014. 
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68.  No  part  of  the  salary  allowed  by  the  owner  of  a  telephone  cor- 
poration to  himself  as  manager  will  be  disallowed  bb  operating  ex- 
pense, in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  is  exorbitant  and  unreasonable 
and  that  it  was  intended  as  a  mere  scheme  or  device  to  divert  part  of 
the  earnings  of  the  company  into  an  operating  expense  instead  of  a  net 
income.    Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  366. 

69.  A  monthly  salary  of  $80  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  reimburse- 
mant  for  the  mana^ier  of  a  telephone  plant,  where  it  appeared  from  the 
testimony  that  he  did  not  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  business  of  the 
utility.    EeKoss  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

60.  In  fixing  the  operating  expenses  of  a  water  company  an  annual 
allowance  of  $1,200  was  made  for  the  salary  of  the  president  of  the 
oompaay,  where  it  appeared  that  he  devoted  less  than  one  third  of 
his  time  to  the  service  of  the  company.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water 
&  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.RJOiaF,  445. 

61.  In  determining  a  proper  switching  charge  for  telephone  sub- 
scribers, objecticm  may  not  be  made  that  the  salary  of  the  switch-board 
operator  is  excessive  as  compared  with  total  (4>erating  expenses,  where 
he  makes  no  charge  for  making  repairs  to  the  plant.  Re  Keysport 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  338. 

62.  Increase  of  wages  of  employees  of  a  street  railway  company  as 
the  result  of  an  award  made  pending  the  investigation  of  a  complaint 
asking  for  a  reduction  of  fares  during  certain  hours,  and  covering 
the  period  under  investigation,  was  eonsidered  by  the  Commission  in 
determining  the  actual  operating  expenses  of  the  company  for  that 
period.    Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1096. 

63.  An  allowance  of  $2,823  was  made  for  wages,  salaries,  and  mate- 
rials out  of  a  total  revenue  allowance  of  $4,196  for  the  operation  of  an 
electric  light  company,  the  plant  and  business  of  which  were  valued 
at  $11,500.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  1. 

7.  BentiMls  and  license  fees. 

64.  Rental  paid  by  a  street  railway  comx>any  for  a  subway  containing 
wires  to  its  manholes  used  to  take  current  to  its  lines  is  a  proper  item 
of  current  expense.    Re  Rochester   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1096. 

66.  In  detenMning  the  amount  necessary  for  operating  expenses  for 
a  telephone  company,  an  allowanee  of  an  annual  rental  of  $1.60  per 
year  to  subscribers  owning  their  own  telephones  was  nuule,  as  pro- 
vided by  conference  ruling  No.  16  of  the  Illinois  Commission.  Re 
Colchester  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1015E,  23. 

66.  The  amount  of  an  annual  per  cent  of  gross  income  of  a  tdephone 
company,  paid  to  another  company  as  a  license  charge  for  transmitters, 
receivers,  and  induction  coils,  will  not  be  allowed  as  an  operating 
expense  in  computing  the  return,  where  the  value  of  the  instruments 
has  been  taken  into  account  in  arriving  at  the  present  fair  value  of 
the  plant.  Re  Southwestern  Teleg.  k  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
1087. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 26. 
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S,  Legal  advice, 

67.  In  fixing  the  operating  expenses  of  a  water  companj  an  annual 
allowance  of  $300  was  made  for  legal  advice.  Sandpoint  y.  Sandpoint 
Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  446. 

9.  Damages  for  personal  in^ries* 

68.  Loss  due  to  personal  injuries  occasioned  by  negligence  of  utility 
towards  employees  in  disregarding  a  positive  command  of  statute,  and 
to  the  investors  and  public  in  failing  to  provide  against  such  contin- 
gencies by  maintaining  a  proper  insurance,  should  fall  upon  the  stock- 
holders whose  board  of  directors  has  permitted  such  a  business  course, 
rather  than  upon  the  utility  patrons.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gan 
&  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  866. 

69.  Sums  paid  by  a  street  railway  company  for  accrued  accidents  and 
damages  should  be  taken  into  account  in  estimating  operating  expenses. 
Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.IOISA,  1096. 

70.  An  item  of  $2,880,  representing  a  death  claim  paid  to  the  widow 
of  an  employee,  was  excluded  by  the  Commission  in  a  rate  proceeding; 
from  the  operating  expenses  of  a  municipal  electric  plant,  on  the  ground 
that  consumers  should  not  be  penalized  for  the  neglect  of  the  city  io 
insure  against  expenses  of  this  nature.  Re  Brodhead  Municipal  Elec- 
tric Utility   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  524. 

71.  In  a  toll-bridge  rate  inquiry,  cognizance  must  be  taken  of  the 
probability  of  damage  to  its  patrons,  and  resultant  claims  therefor. 
Gates  V.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  602. 

72.  Losses  due  to  the  extraordinary  conditions  that  surround  the 
operation  of  a  toll  bridge,  which  can  hardly  be  foreseen,  must  be 
given  some  consideration  in  determining  the  rate  of  return  to  be  al- 
lowed.   Gates  V.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co,   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  002. 

10,  Allowances  for  amortization  of  certain  expenses, 
(a)   In  general, 

73.  Idle  and  antiquated  power  equipment  of  a  street  railway  com- 
pany should  be  written  off  on  its  books  within  a  reasonable  time.  New 
Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)   P.U.R.1916F,  264. 

74.  An  annual  amortization  allowance  equal  to  3^.8  per  cent  of  the 
value  of  the  property  of  a  water  compaay  will  not  be  made  oa  tlie  suppo- 
sition that  the  city  which  the  company  supplies  will  be  extinct  in  ten 
years,  merely  because  the  population  of  the  city  has  decreased  within 
two  years  and  operations  in  certain  oil  fields  on  which  the  city  is  de- 
pendent have  also  diminished,  where  other  facts  point  to  a  much  longer 
life  for  the  city.  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  675. 

75.  In  determining  the  amount  of  revenue  necessary  for  natural  gas 
companies  in  a  rate-making  proceeding,  the  Kansas  Commission  con- 
sidered that  the  actual  bona  fide  investment  in  the  company*s  property 
should  be  protected,  and  tliat  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  should, 
if  reasonably  possible,  he  provided  for  from  the  earnings  of  the  prop- 
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erty  and  from  its  salvage  yahie  at  the  end  of  a  stx-year  period,  it  be- 
ing possible  to  make  only  a  rude  approximation  of  the  amortization 
period  on  account  of  the  speculative  character  of  the  business.  Landoo 
V.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  763. 

(b)   Bond  discount  and  other  e€>9t8  of  financing. 

76.  An  item  for  amortization  of  bond  discount  which  is  essentially 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  obtaining  money  has  no  place  in  an  operating  ex- 
pense statement.  Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
197. 

77.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  amortize  by  payment  of 
equal  instalments  out  of  income  all  discounts,  commissions,  and  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  approval,  issuance,  and  sale  of  an  authorized 
issue  of  bonds,  before  the  maturity  thereof.  Re  National  Teleph.  k  Elec- 
tric Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  872. 

78.  All  disbursements,  commissions,  and  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  approval,  issuance,  and  sale  of  an  authorized  issue  bf  first  and  re- 
funding 5  per  cent  mortgage  bonds  were  ordered  to  be  amortized  out  of 
the  income  of  the  issuing  company  by  the  payment  of  equal  monthly  in- 
stalments.   Re  Peoria  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  804. 

79.  All  discounts,  commissions,  and  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
approval,  issuance,  and  sale  of  an  authorized  issue  of  first-mortgage 
4  per  cent  bonds  of  the  par  value  of  $2,748,000,  were  ordered  to  be 
amortized  out  of  the  income  of  the  issuing  company,  in  equal  annual  in- 
stalments.   Re  Chicago  G.  VV.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  800. 

80.  The  Illinois  Commission  ordered  that  all  discounts  and  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  sale  of  construction  bonds  by  a  union  station 
company  should  be  amortized  out  of  income  before  the  maturity  of 
the  bonds,  by  the  payment  of  equal  annual  instalments;  and  that  all 
accrued  and  unpaid  instalments  should  be  first  discharged  before  any 
dividends  are  paid  or  any  distribution  made  of  surplus  income;  pro- 
vided that  '^construction  account — interest  during  construction"  might 
be  charged  with  such  proportionate  part  of  the  discount  and  expense 
up  to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  various  units  of  the  station, 
as  might  be  required  by  the  accounting  classifications  of  the  Interstate 
CooDimerce  Conunission.  Re  Chicago  Union  Station  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  788. 

81.  A  public  service  corporation  was  held  entitled  to  have  the  amount 
of  discount  on  the  sale  of  bonds  amortized  from  earnings  during  their 
life,  and  to  receive  interest  upon  floating  indebtedness  incurred  to  sup- 
ply the  deficiency  in  capital  caused  by  the  discount,  until  the  impair- 
ment is  made  good  from  earnings,  although  the  amount  could  not  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  capital  invested  in  determining  the  basis  of 
a  fair  return.    Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

(e)   Commission  eoop€n9e9, 

82.  The  Commission  ordered  that  the  expenses  bf  hearings  before 
the  Commission  should  be  amortized  over  a  period  of  six  years.  Ari- 
zona Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

83.  The  sum  of  9 110  for  the  amortization  of  the  cost  of  a  valu- 
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ation  proceeding  before  the  Missouri  Commission  was  allowed  as  an 
operating  expense,  althou^  the  Commission  stated  that  such  allow- 
ance might  more  properly  appear  imder  contingencies.  Commercial 
Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

(d)  Losses  caused  hy  expiration  of  franchise. 

84.  A  street  railway  company  which  has  power  to  take  out  an  in- 
determinate permit  under  which  the  company  may  continue  its  busi- 
ness indefinitely  imless  the  utility  is  condemned  in  a  manner  provided 
for,  and  its  property  paid  for,  is  not  in  a  position  to  say  that  its 
franchise  will  expire  at  the  end  of  a  certain  time  and  that  it  may  not 
be  renewed,  and,  if  not,  its  property  will  have  a  junk  value  only,  and 
it  consequently  must  charge  rates  high  enough  to  secure  it  against  this 
contingency.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.UJL 
1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

(e)  Losses  caused  hy  storms  and  fioods. 

85.  In  computing  the  return  of  a  water  company,  the  Arizona  Com- 
mission held  that  any  future  loss  due  to  floods  and  frosts  was  subject 
to  amortization  when  the  occasion  therefor  arose.  Arizona  Corp.  Com- 
mission V.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  526. 

86.  An  expense  item  of  $3,000  incurred  by  a  municipal  electric  plant 
through  damage  to  a  flume  resulting  from  high  water  was  ordered  to 
be  amortized  and  written  off  in  sums  of  not  more  than  $500  a  year.  Re 
Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  524. 

11,  Interest, 

87.  A  water  utility  to  which  a  mining  company  had  advanced  a 
large  sum  for  plant  construction  for  the  purpose  of  securing  an  ade- 
quate and  continuous  supply  of  water  should  pay  interest  upon  such 
advancement  where,  by  the  order  of  the  Commission,  the  utility  was  en- 
titled to  earn  a  return  of  10  per  cent  upon  the  money  so  advanced. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Cow  (Ariz.)  P.U.RJ915C, 
525. 

12.  Insurance, 

88.  The  cost  of  tornado  and  other  insurance  is  a  proper  chaige  to  the 
operating  expenses  of  a  telephone  company,  if  such  insurance  is  actually 
taken  out.    Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  616. 

89.  The  cost  of  industrial  accident  insurance  is,  under  the  Oregon 
Commission's  classification  of  accounts,  a  proper  charge  to  operating 
expenses.  Campbell  v.  Hood  Rifter  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJEL1915D, 
.866. 

c.  Municipal  plants,  questions  peculiar  to. 

90.  A  municipal  electric  plant  should  be  permitted  to  earn  more  than 
enough  to  pay  inter^eet  on  outstanding  bonds  if  the  city  so  desires, 
particularly  where  thd  rates  being  diarged  are  comparatively  low,  and 
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such  excess  earnings  ansdiig  from  increasing  the  rates  may  be  used  for 
any  purpose  the  city  sees  fit.  Re  Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility 
(WU.)  P.U.R.1915B,  §24. 

91.  An  item  of  $4(M^  for  taxes  included  in  the  operating  expenses  of 
a  municipal  electric  plant,  in  order  to  maintain  an  equitable  relation 
between  consumers  and  taxpayers,  was  allowed  by  the  Commission.  Re 
Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  524. 

III.  Mea8ondblene68. 
a.  In  genmraU 

92.  A  Commission  can  determine  in  a  satisfactory  manner  whether 
rates  are  unreasonably  low  only  by  ascertaining  what  it  should  cost 
the  utility  to  produce  its  commodity  under  reasonable  efficient  operation. 
Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  652. 

93.  A  public  utility  is  entitled  to  a  return  that  is  reasonable  in  view 
of  necessary  additional  facilities  to  take  care  of  the  public  demand  for 
service.  Corona  v.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co,  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  1014. 

94.  The  reasonableness  of  the  return  to  a  public  utility  operating  un< 
der  a  statutory  policy  limiting  its  capitalization  to  actual  invest- 
ment is  to  be  related,  not  merely  to  what  may  be  regarded  as  the 
value  of  the  property,  but  to  the  legitimate  capital  stock  outstanding 
a^d  representing  such  property.  Re  Kortliampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

95.  A  viUage  telephone  company  whose  development  was  mostly 
rural  was  justified  in  obtaining  a  relatively  greater  profit  from  switch- 
ing charges  for  rural  subscribers  than  if  it  was  serving  only  a  small 
number  of  such  subscribers.  Re  Key  sport  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  338. 

96.  In  ascertaining  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  charged  by  a  dis- 
tributing gas  c(Hnpany  controlled  by  the  owners  of  the  producing  com- 
pany, it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  separately  and  conclusively  the 
reasonableness  of  the  price  charged  in  any  single  transaction  between 
the  two  companies,  or  of  the  dividends  received  directly  from  the  profits 
of  the  distributing  company,  since  it  is  the  actual  profit  from  all  sources 
received  by  the  owners  of  its  stock  which  will  determine  the  reasona- 
bleness of  their  return.  Newton  &  Watertown  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  787. 

h.  Itetum  to  which  utility  is  entitled. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  return  to  which  a  utility  is  entitled, 
P.U.R.1916P,  1031. 

1,  Return  on  fiUr  value. 

97.  All  that  a  public  service  company  is  entitled  to  demand  in  order 
that  it  may  have  a  full  compensation  is  a  fair  return  upon  the  reasona- 
ble value  of  its  property  at  the  time  it  is  being  used  by  the  public.  Meek 
▼.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915A,  96d. 
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98^  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  establiah  a  juat  and  reaaon- 
able  schedule  of  yearly  rental  rates,  such  rates  to  be  suffieiently  high  to 
allow  the  stockholder  a  fair  return  on  his  investment.  Re  Telephone 
Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1032. 

99.  A  public  utility  is  entitled  to  earn  a  return,  upon  its  present 
value  only,  taking  into  account  the  depreciati<Mi  of  its  plant,  and  not 
upon  its  "present  service  efficiency."  Meade  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  630. 

100.  A  utility  is  entitled  to  earn  the  whole  cost  of  rendering  the  serv- 
ice and  in  addition,  thereto  a  reasonable  return  on  the  fair  value  of 
the  property  actually  used  and  useful  for  the  convenience  of  the  public. 
Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916B,  546. 

101.  A  natural  gas  company  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  on  the  actual 
investment  honestly  and  judiciously  made,  not  only  at  the  present 
time,  but  also  during  the  preceding  lean  years.  Re  Glenville  Natural 
Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  848. 

102.  A  railroad  company  should  be  permitted  to  earn  a  fair  return 
upon  its  outstanding  capital  stock,  where  it  appears  that  its  stock 
transactions  have  tended  to  under,  rather  than  overcapitalization,  and 
that  the  company  is  not  overcapitalized.  Railroad  Pass.  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

103.  A  street  railway  company  will  be  allowed  a  fair  return  on  the 
reasonable  cost  of  its  property,  where  it  is  equal  to  the. proceeds  of 
security  issues  authorized  by  the  Commission,  without  deduction  for 
accrued  depreciation,  where  failure  to  make  due  provisions  for  depre- 
ciatiori  was  not  attributable  to  mismanagement,  and  only  meager  divi- 
dends have  been  paid.  New  Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  264. 

104.  In  determining  the  revenue  to  which  a  street  railroad  is  entitled, 
allowance  was  made  for  an  amount  equal  to  a  fair  return  upon  the  capi- 
tal honestly  and  prudently  invested,  without  deducting  the  accrued  de- 
preciation, where  failure  to  make  due  provision  for  depreciation  was 
not  attributable  to  mismanagement  and  no  dividends  had  been  paid.  Re 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.   (Mass.)   P.r.R.lOloE,  370. 

10.5.  In  determining  the  revenue  to  which  a  street  railway  company 
is  entitled,  allowance  waa  made  for  an  amount  equal  to  a  fair  return 
upon  the  capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested,  without  deducting 
the  accrued  depreciation,  where  failure  to  make  due  provision  for  de- 
preciation was  not  due  to  payment  of  unwarranted  dividends  or  other- 
wise attributable  to  mismanagement.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

106.  The  value  or  original  cost  of  a  property,  the  market  value  of 
stocks,  or  any  of  the  other  factors  in  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  rates 
to  be  charged,  are  important  only  so  far  as,  together,  they  aid  to  a  'cor- 
rect conclusion  as  to  the  rate  that  shall  be  fair  alike  to  the  company 
and  to  the  public,  and  this  conclusion  must  rest  until  vindicated  by 
experience,  not  in  a  mathematical  demonstration,  but  in  the  exercise  of 
sound  judgment.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
618. 

107.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  order  to  avoid  the  charge  of  confiscation,  to 
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base  rates  solely  on  tbe  cost  of  reproduction  of  the  property,  where 
such  a  basis  would  logically  give  the  company  an  indefeasible  right  to 
increase  rates,  which  already  yield  reasonable  dividends  on  a  capitaliza- 
tion limited  to  actual  investment.  Re  Northampton  Qas  Petition 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

108.  A  reasonable  return  can  be  determined  upon  broader  and  firmer 
grounds  than  those  afforded  by  valuation  of  the  property  by  the  re- 
productive method,  when  there  exists  such  a  policy  as  that  declared 
by  the  Massachusetts  statutes,  primarily  adopted  to  restrict  the  origi- 
nal issue  of  capital  stock  of  gas  companies  to  the  actual  investment 
made  by  stockholders,  to  prohibit  stock  dividends,  and  to  limit  addi- 
tional stock  or  bonds  to  such  amounts  only  as  are  reasonably  neces- 
sary for  authorized  purposes,  all  with  a  view  to  keeping  down  the 
dividend  burden  which  the  public  must  meet  in  the  rates  charged.  Re 
Northampton  Gas  Petition   (Mass.)   P.U.R.1916A,  618. 

109.  A  return  based  solely  on  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  the  prop- 
erty would  be  unreasonable  to  the  public,  where  such  a  basis  would 
logically  give  the  company  an  indefeaaible  right  to  increase  rates  which 
already  yield  reasonable  dividends  on  a  capitalization  limited  to  actual 
investment.    Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

110.  A  measure  of  reasonable  net  return  for  an  irrigation  company 
was  not  based  primarily  upon  an  estimate  of  the  duplication  cost  of 
the  system,  where  the  property  as  it  existed  was  not  a  measure  of  its 
service  value.    Re  Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  978. 

111.  The  language  of  the  public  service  commission  law  empowering 
the  Commission  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  railroad  rates  seems 
to  contemplate  the  formation  by  the  Commission  of  a  belief  based  upon 
evidence  generally  that  the  rate  complained  of  is  unreasonable  and 
unjust,  and  that  the  Commission,  in  determining  the  reasonable  rate 
for  the  future,  shall  pay  due  regard  to  a  fair  return  upon  the  property 
value.     Re  Rochester   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

112.  After  a  valuation  of  a  street  railway  company's  property  an 
increase  in  rates  will  be  ordered  it  the  present  rates  are  not  sufficient 
to  enable  the  company  to  provide  adequate  service  and  at  the  same 
time  yield  a  reasonable  return  upon  the  investment.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R 
1915B,  799. 

113.  Rates  paid  on  the  amount  invested  by  a  telephone  company  pre- 
vioTis  to  a  merger  have  no  bearing  or  relation  to  the  rates  to  be  charged 
in  the  future,  which  must  in  all  fairness  be  based  on  the  nec^sary  in- 
vestment now  and  in  the  future  in  use  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing 
the  quality  and  quantity  of  service  demanded  by  the  subscribers.  Re 
Southern  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915E,  41. 

2.  Factors  to  he  considered, 

(a)   Cotnparison  of  returns, 

(1)   In  general. 

114.  Proposed  increases  in  the  rates  of  a  telephone  company  cannot 
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be  said  to  be  unreasonable  where  they  produce  a  revenue  hardly  sufficient 
to  cover  a  deficit  under  existing  rates,  and  are  not  higher  than  rates  in 
other  parts  of « the  state  wherd  like  quality  of  equipment  is  used  and 
service  given.  Re  Southern  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.UJK.1915E, 
41. 

(2)   Legal  rate  of  interest, 

115.  In  fixing  the  rate  of  return  to  which  a  water  company  is  en- 
titled, the  Commission  is  not  confined  to  the  consideration  of  interest 
rates,  nor  will  it  confine  the  return  to  the  minimum  rate  above  actual 
confiscation.  Arizona  Corp.  Conunission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  526. 

(h)  Efficiency  of  management, 

116.  Any  saving  due  to  exceptional  skilful  management  on  the  part 
of  a  utility  should  be  shared  by  the  company  and  the  consumers.  Ari- 
zona Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

117.  In  estimating  the  return  of  a  water  company,  the  distribution 
expense  was  estimated  at  the  average  of  the  preceding  three  years, 
although  there  had  been  a  large  reduction  in  the  last  year,  where  the 
plant  equipment  had  been  greatly  enlarged  and  the  reduction  in  the  ex- 
pense had  been  due  in  a  great  extent  to  the  general  increase  in  economy. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
525. 

118.  A  utility  that  reduces  its  operating  expenses  below  the  ordinary 
amount  by  efficient  management,  or  that  develops  a  community  and 
thereby  develops  its  business  and  increases  its  earnings,  is  entitled  to 
share  in  the  increased  earnings  directly  resulting  therefrom.  Sandpoint 
v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

119.  The  manner  in  which  plant  value  has  been  created,  the  policy  pur- 
sued in  the  issue  of  securities,  the  intelligence,  honesty,  and  prudence 
of  the  management,  have  an  important  bearing  on  the  amount  of  the 
return  divisible  among  the  stockholders,  such  factors  affording  an 
efi'ective  stimulus  to  a  recognition  by  managements  of  the  common 
interests  of  both  stockholders  and  consumers.  Re  Northampton  Gas 
Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

120.  Liberal  dividends  should  be  allowed  as  a  reward  for  progressive 
and  efficient  management,  but  they  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  right,  cre- 
ating of  itself  the  excuse  for  the  maintenance  of  a  price.  Re  Lawrence 
Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

(c)   Risk  of  comrpetition, 

121.  No  allowance  will  be  made  to  provide  a  return  for  the  hazards 
of  competition,  in  adjusting  the  rites^  of  a  public  service  company, 
under  a  law  empowering  the  Commission  to  prevent  competition,  if  the 
company  provides  adequate  service  at  reasonable  rates.  Public  Servico 
Commission  ex  rel.  Hendrie  v.  Everett  Gas  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
418. 
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(d)  Public  policy. 

122.  Considerations  of  public  policy  require  that  a  power  company  be 
permitted  to  raise  its  rates  when  it  appears  from  an  examination  of  its 
business  that  the  return  from  existing  rates  is  so  low  as  to  threaten 
or  endanger  the  very  existence  of  the  enterprise.  Re  Rhinelander  Power 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  652. 

123.  Neither  the  interest  of  a  telephone  company  nor  of  the  com- 
munity will  be  served  by  such  a  reduction  in  the  company's  revenue 
as  must  inevitably  prevent  the  utility  frop  maintaining  a  proper 
standard  of  service.  Anderson  v.  Pierce  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJ1.1915D,  330. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  return  as  a  whole, 

124.  The  fact  that  some  street  railway  extensions  may  not  furnish  a 
profitable  income  will  not  prevent  a  Commission  from  ordering  them  if 
necessary  for  adequate  service,  where  the  fares  as  a  whole  are  remuner- 
ative. West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United #1.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  482. 

125.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because  the  business  of  a 
public  service  corporation  cannot  be  conducted  at  a  loss  as  a  whole, 
that  investments  to  serve  any  consumer,  or  group  of  consumers,  should 
show  the  same  percentage  of  profit.  Re  San  Jose  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

126.  The  fact  that  a  public  service  corporation  is  earning  but  a  small 
net  return  in  the  aggregate  will  not  justify  an  excessive  charge  for  a 
particular  service.  Railroad  Commission  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co  (Xev.) 
p;U.R.1915D,  276. 

127.  Losses  or  lack  of  profits  from  the  railway  and  municipal  light- 
ing departments  of  a  utility  cannot  be  recouped,  under  independent  and 
separate  rates,  at  the  expense  of  light  and  power  patrons.  Re  Macon 
R.  &  Light  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915E,  648. 

128.  The  rates  for  incandescent  lighting  charged  by  a  water,  gas, 
and  electric  utility  will  not  be  reduced  to  any  great  extent,  although 
the  return  from  the  electric  department  of  the  utilities  business  amounts 
to  9.79  per  cent,  where  the  utility  as  a  whole  was  earning  but  5.82  per 
cent.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
1005. 

e.  Confiscation, 

1.  In  general, 

129.  A  rate  is  to  be  held  confiscatory,  if  at  all,  because  it  may  fairly 
be  expected  in. its  effect  upon  future  business  to  operate  to  deprive 
the  company  of  the  reasonable  earning  power  of  its  property.  Re 
Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

2,  Distinction  between  unreasonableness  and  confiscation. 

130.  There  is  a  difference  between  a  rate  that  is  not  quite  low  enough 
to  be  condemned  as  confiscatory  and  one  which  is  in  fact  reasonable, 
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and  it  is  a  reasonable  rate  which  the  Commission  is  called  upon  to 
fix.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192 
(S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  X.  W.  887). 

131.  Although  rates  charged  the  public  must  be  reasonable,  this  does 
not  mean  they  may  be  reduced  to  the  point  of  confiscation.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915D,  898  (S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  AtL 
330). 

132.  When  a  railroad  carrier  invokes  a  judicial  review  of  rates  im- 
posed by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  as  provided  by  Gen.  Stat. 
1909,  §  7228,  and  Laws  1911,  chap.  238,  §  21,  the  words  "unreasonable, 
unjust,  oppressive,  and  linlawful"  are  not  synonymous  with  ''confisca- 
tory," and  should  be  given  their  fair  and  reasonable  import  according 
to  the  usages  of  courts  of  equity.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  377  (S.  C.  96  Kan.  e04,  148  Pac.  667). 

133.  A  rate  which  is  not  confiscatory  must  be  held  to  be  reason- 
able no  matter  how  low  it  may  be,  and  hence  it  cannot  be  less  than 
reasonable  without  being  confiscatory.  Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  190.     ^ 

d.  Actual  trial  to  determine  reasonableness, 

134.  Before  an  order  of  the  Public  Service  Commission  fixing  rates  is 
enjoined  as  unreasonable  and  noncompensatory,  it  should  be  given  the 
test  of  a  practical  trial,  where  the  evidence  as  to  its  unreasonableness 
is  conflicting  and  uncertain.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Towers,  P.U.R. 
1915D,  398  (S.  C.  126  Md.  59,  94  Atl.  330). 

e.  Reasonableness  of  specific  amounts, 

1,  Electricity. 

135.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  allowed  a  return  of  5  per  cent  upon 
the  total  investment  of  an  electric  utility  necessary  in  extending  serv- 
ice to  a  new  consumer,  in  ascertaining  the  annual  payment  for  service 
which  the  consumer  was  required  to  guarantee,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  a  utility  ordinarily  spends  some  effort  in  the  promotion  of  busi- 
ness, and  will  usually  accept  additional  consumers  at  a  very  moderate 
immediate  return.  City  School  Board  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1915F,  31. 

136.  An  electric  company  was  ordered  to  prepare  and  put  into  effect  a 
new  schedule  of  rates  based  upon  a  reduction  of  a  maximum  light  rate 
from  10  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  the  first  250  hours  per  month  to  8 
cents  per  kilowatt  hour  for  the  first  1,000  kilowatt  hours  per  month,  it 
being  estimated  that  this  would  produce  a  6  per  cent  return  on  a  value 
in  excess  of  the  capital  actually  expended  in  the  enterprise.  Stadt- 
lander  v.  New  York  Edison  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685. 

137.  A  return  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  a  public  service  corporation  was  held  reasonable,  in  determining 
the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  electricity.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

138.  An  allowance  of  $805  was  made  for  interest  out  of  a  total  rev- 
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enue  allowance  of  $4,196  for  the  operation  of  an  electric  light  company, 
the  plant  and  business  of  which  were  valued  at  $11,500.  Charles- 
worth  V.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

139.  An  ordinance  decreasing  rates  for  electric  light  and  power  was 
repealed  by  the  Commission,  where  it  appeared  that  existing  rates  pro- 
duced insufficient  revenue  to  provide  for  operating  expenses,  mainte- 
nance, taxes,  and  insurance,  a  7  per  cent  return  on  the  value  of  the 
company*s  property,  and  a  4^  per  cent  annual  allowance  on  such  valu- 
ation for  depreciation  reserve;  and  a  schedule  of  rates  deemed  to  be 
reasonable  was  recommended.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Scott 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

140.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  electricity,  al- 
lowances were  made  for  a  return  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  pres- 
ent fair  value  of  the  property,  and  5  per  cent  for  surplus,  contingencies, 
and  depreciation.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  ft  P.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  512. 

141.  AKbongh  a  srx  months'  test  disclosed  that  rates  prescribed  by  a 
former  order  of  the  Missouri  Commission  would,  with  economy  in  man- 
agement, give  a  return  in  excess  of  7  per  cent  over  and  above  reason- 
able operating  expenses  and  a  depreciation  allowance  of  5  per  cent  on 
ihe  present  fair  value  of  the  property  of  an  electric  corporation,  the 
Commission  nevertheless  ordered  a  readjustment  of  the  rate  schedule  to 
permit  a  somewhat  larger  margin  of  return  in  view  of  increased  operat- 
ing expenses.  Weaver  v.  Kirksville  Light,  Power  &  Ice  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  114. 

142.  The  rate  of  return  of  7^  per  cent  on  the  value  of  an  electric  com- 
pany's property  was  held  to  be  reasonable,  although  the  rate  of  in- 
terest on  money  in  the  section  of  the  state  in  which  the  utility  was 
located  was  8  per  cent,  where  such  items  as  taxes,  insurance,  etc.,  as 
well  as  details  of  management,  were  included  in  the  operating  expenses 
of  the  utility.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

143.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  was  ordered  to  reduce  its 
rates  by  putting  into  effect  a  new  schedule  wHlch  would  produce  a  re- 
turn of  7  or  8  per  cent  on  the  investment,  although  it  was  possible  to 
order  a  still  lower  rate  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  it  was  necessary 
for  the  company  to  amortize  some  of  its  early  losses  and  to  acquire 
meters  owned  by  consumers.  Mathews  v.  Viola  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  360. 

144.  A  return  of  8  per  cent  on  the  fair  present  value  of  the  property 
of  an  electric  light  and  power  company  was  allowed  where  there  ap- 
peared to  be  considerable  risk  in  the  particular  enterprise  and  little 
chance  for  abnormal  profits,  and  where  there  had  been  included  in  the 
operating  expenses  such  items  aa  insurance,  taxes  and  license  fees. 
Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.191oA,  956. 

145.  In  fixing  rates  for  an  electric  light  and  power  utility  it  was 
held  that  the  sum  of  $10,000  was  sufficient  to  constitute  a  fair  and 
equitable  return  on  a  valuation  of  $124,000,  and  that  there  should  be 
no  decrease  in  such  rates  until  the  time  that  the  return  should  amount 
to  10  per  cent  of  the  then  present  value  of  the  property.  Harris  v. 
South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 
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140^  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  of  an  electric  ligbt 
and  power  company  the  Commission  estimated  the  annual  interest  on 
the  investment  to  which  the  company  was  entitled  at  8  per  cent.  Oak- 
land City  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Oakland  City  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
846. 

147.  A  utility  was  denied  authority  to  increase  rates  in  its  electrical 
departments,  where,  if  expenses  were  properly  apportioned  betweoii  the 
departments,  and  due  allowance  made  for  depreciation,  net  earnings 
would  produce  a  return  of  8.25  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  property 
used  for  such  department.  Re  Macon  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  648. 

148.  A  return  of  between  9  and  10  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  fair 
value  of  tke  plant  of  an  electric  utility  was  held  not  unreasonably  high, 
where  it  was  operating  in  mining  communities.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R.1915F,  592. 

149.  A  company  was  ordered  to  establish  a  reduced  schedule  of  rates 
for  electricity  where  the  schedule  in  tjoree  was  higher  than  rates  in 
like  communities  and  the  net  return  upon  the  value  of  its  property  de- 
voted to  electric  purposes  was  11  i  per  cent.  Bend  v.  Bend  Water,  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R,1916F,  913. 

150.  An  electric  lighting  company  should  be  entitled  to  at  least  12^ 
per  cent  on  an  investment  in  additidtial  equipment  for  electric  pump- 
ing, to  cover  the  necessary  interest,  depreciation,  and  tax  charges.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1050. 

151.  A  maximum  rate  of  12  cents  per  kilowatt  hour  was  held  to  be 
excessive  and  exorbitant  where  the  company  was  earning  nearly  14  per 
cent  interest  on  its  investment.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel. 
Hendrie  v.  Everett  Qas  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  418. 

152.  Rates  for  electricity  yielding  a  return  of  25  per  cent  per  annum 
on  the  present  fair  value  of  the  property  are  unreasonably  high.  Re 
Ft.  Scott  &  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  512. 

2,  Express. 

153.  An  express  company  was  denied  authority  to  increase  intra- 
state rates  to  conform  to  increases  in  intrastate  rates  authorized  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  where  it  appeared  that  the  exist- 
ing intrastate  rates  established  by  the  California  Commission  yielded  a 
return  of  22.3  per  cent,  and  that  the  proposed  increase  would  increase 
the  return  to  36  per  cent,  an  earning  over  four  times  that  authorized 
by  the  Interstate  Conunerce  Commission.  Re  Airy  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
664. 

a.  Ferries, 

154.  A  return  of  10  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  total  investment  in 
a  ferry  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  return  for  this  class  of  public  utility, 
and  for  insurance  against  operation  at  an  extrahazardous  point.  Twin 
Falls  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Shoshone  &  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co. 
(Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  660. 

154a.  A  return  of  30  per  cent  on  an  investment  of  $3,100  in  a  ferry 
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is  excessive.    Twin    Falls   Commercial  Club   t.  Great   Shoshone   &   XL 
F.  Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.18H5E,  660. 

4.  Gam. 

155.  Public  policy  requires  a  gas  company  to  earn  more  than  4.92 
per  cent  return  on  the  cost  new  of  its  plant.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

156.  In  an  investigation  of  gas  rates,  an  allowance  of  the  minimum 
rate  of  6  per  cent  interest  annually  upon  the  investment  for  the  purposes 
of  computation  is  not  to  be  considered  a  determination  by  the  C^m- 
mission  of  the  proper  rate.  £1  Reno  v.  El  Reno  Gas  &  £.  Qo.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  226. 

157.  An  allowance  for  dividends  of  7  per  cent  of  the  present  value  of 
telephone  rural  party  lines  was  made  by  the  Commission,  in  computing 
the  reasonable  expenses  to  be  charged  against  such  lines  in  a  valuation 
for  rate  purposes.  Re  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.191jA, 
502. 

158.  A  return  of  7i  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  a  gas  utility,  plus  kbl  adequate  allowance  for  depreciation,  was 
held  reasonable  in  determining  its  rates.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1915F,  236. 

159.  A  gas  company  was  held  entitled  to  a  return  of  not  less  than 
7.5  per  cent  on  the  fair  value  of  its  property  in  addition  to  an  allow- 
ance of  3  per  cent  for  surplus  and  contingencies,  so  that  any  reduction 
in  rates  which  had  produced  for  three  years  a  net  return  of  5.96  per 
cent,  5.63  per  cent,  and  5.71  per  cent  would  be  confiscatory,  unless  such 
rates  were  so  exorbitant  and  unreasonable  as  unduly  to  restrict  the 
market  and  thus  be  the  real  cause  of  the  unfavorable  showing  made. 
Columbia  v.  Watts  Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  921. 

160.  Dividends  of  8  per  cent  are  not  necessary  to  attract  the  capital 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  expansion  of  the  business  of  a  gas  company 
which  is  well  managed  and  favorably  located,  and  which  follows  a 
conservative  policy  in  issuing  securities.  Re  LawTence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

161.  In  establishing  a  schedule  of  rates  for  a  gas  company,  the  Cali- 
fornia Commission  fixed  the  rates  at  such  a  figure  as  it  was  believed 
would  permit  a  return  of  at  least  8  per  cent  upon  a  fair  valuation  of 
the  gas  plant  and  business.  Meade  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  630. 

5.  Irrigation. 

162.  A  water  utility  was  permitted  to  increase  its  charges  for  water 
supplied  for  irrigation  suflRciently  to  produce  a  return  of  7  per  cent 
over  allowances  for  the  reasonable  expenses  of  operation  including 
depreciation.    Re  Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  978. 

6*  Natural  gas, 

163.  A  net  annual  return  upon  the  property  of  a  natural  gas  com- 
pany of  from  12  per  cent  t«  15  per  cent  U  reasonable  where  the  life 
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of  its  well  is  only  about  five  years  althmigh  the  company  Blight  there- 
after utilize  its  distributiag  plant  by  purchasing  gas  from  other  veils 
in  the  vicinity.    Re  Glenville  Natural  Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1915F, 

848. 

7.  RaiXroada, 

164.  The  fact  that  a  commodity  rate  will  not  produce  revenue  suf- 
ficient to  earn  6  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  property  assigned  to 
such  traffic  on  a  "use  basis"  does  not  show  that  the  rate  is  not  un- 
reasonably high,  where  the  earnings  necessary'  to  produce  such  a  re- 
turn on  the  commodity  show  an  operating  ratio  of  expenses  and  taxes 
to  earnings  less  than  the  operating  ratio  for  the  state  as  a  whole  and 
for  the  entire  business  of  the  carrier,  and  where  such  facts  do  not 
form  the  limitation  within  which  the  Commission  may  exercise  its 
judgment  in  fixing  rates.  Re  Lignite  Coal  Rates  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
190. 

165.  There  can  be  no  question  in  regard  to  the  propriety  of  per- 
mitting a  railroad  company  to  earn  a  return  of  6  per  cent  upon  its 
capital  stodc,  where  no  suspicion  attaches  to  the  integrity  of  its  capi- 
talization, or  to  the  reliability  oi  its  corporate  accounts.  Railroad 
Pass.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  362. 

8.  Street  raiHcaffa. 

166.  A  street  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  fares, 
where  net  earnings  over  and  above  proper  operating  expenses  and  fixed 
charges,  without  making  any  allowance  for  depreciation  or  for  necessary 
charges  to  profit  and  loss,  only  produced  in  a  series  of  years  an  average 
approximate  return  of  4  per  cent  upon  the  stock,  the  company  not  hav- 
ing been  mismanaged  and  no  dividends  in  fact  having  been  paid.  Re 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

167.  A  traction  company  was  permitted  to  increase  its  rates  so  as  to 
yield  a  return  of  a  little  less  than  5  per  cent  without  taking  deprecia- 
tion into  consideration  or  an  income  of  less  than  4  per  cent  if  such  de- 
duction were  made,  it  appearing  that  existing  rates  yielded  a  return  of 
but  3.8  per  cent  on  the  investment  without  allowance  for  depreciation, 
and  of  about  2.6  per  cent  upon  making  the  usual  annual  allowance  for 
such  purpose.    Re  Idaho  Traction  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742. 

168.  The  rate  of  fare  of  a  street  railway  company  should  not  be  re- 
duced from  5  cents  to  3  cents  during  rush  hours,  where  it  appears  that 
a  return  from  the  present  rate  upon  an  agreed  valuation  is  8.58  per  cent, 
and  the  percentage  of  return  on  the  reduced  revenue  would  be  4.55  per 
cent,  and  where,  if  an  increase  in  back  wages  allowed  by  arbitrators  and 
considered  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  such  percentages  should  be 
disregarded,  the  percentage  of  return  from  the  present  rate  would  be 
9.03  per  cent  and  from  the  reduced  revenue  only  5  per  cent.  Re  Roch- 
ester (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1095. 

169.  A  street  railway  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates 
of  fare  so  that  additional  revenue  would  be  produced  that  would  per- 
mit a  6  per  cent  return  to  its  stockholders  and  an  adequate  allowance 
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to  be  made  for  maiatenance  of  way,  Btruoture,  and  equipment  and  de- 
preciation, taking  into  consideration  savings  to  be  effected  by  greater 
economies  of  operation,  although  earnings  were  affected  by  a  financial 
depression,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  return,  aiter  proper  de- 
ductions, would  have  been  adequate  if  earning  had  been  normal.  Re 
Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  411. 

170.  A  street  railway  company  was  authorized  to  make  a  20  per 
cent  increase  in  fares  which  would  produce  earnings  of  not  more  than 
6  per  cent  upon  its  cajMtal  stock  if  it  made  proper  provisions  for  the 
upkeep  of  the  property,  where  there  could  be  no  great  reduction  in 
operating  expenses,  and  over  a  series  of  years  it  had  earned  less  than 
3  per  cent  on  its  capital  stock,  without  any  allowance  for  depreciation 
or  other  necessary  charges  to  profit  and  loss.  New  Bedford  &  0.  Rate 
Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915F,  264. 

171.  A  return  of  7^  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  reasonable  value  of  a 
street  railway  is  fair  and  adequate,  and  rates  which  yield  a  larger  re- 
turn may  be  reduced  so  as  to  yield  substantially  that  per  cent.  Duluth 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.UJ1.1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis 
— ,  152N.  W.  887). 

172.  The  contention  of  a  company  owning  a  railway  system  operated 
by  two  companies  in  the  city  of  Manila,  that  under  existing  rates  its 
revenue  from  transportation  }s  not  sufficient  to  provide  for  adequate 
maintenance  and  depreciation,  and  the  safeguarding  of  the  investment 
is  not  sustained  by  evidence  that  one  of  the  companies  is  able  to  pay 
a  dividend  of  20.9  per  cent  on  its  outstanding  stock  out  of  income  after 
paying  all  interest  charges;  that  the  other  is  able  to  pay  10  per  cent 
dividends  after  paying  all  interest  charges;  and  that  the  complaining 
company  and  one  of  the  operating  companies  are  able  to  show,  in  addi- 
tion thereto,  large  surpluses  and  reserves;  such  evidence,  on  the  con- 
trary, showing  that  the  city  is  paying  such  a  return  on  the  company's 
investment  as  to  entitle  it  to  a  thoroughly  adequate  and  up-to-date 
service.  Camara  de  Comercio  ▼.  Manila  Electric  R.  &,  Light  Co. 
(P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

P.  Telephones,  y^ 

173.  A  somewhat  greater  profit  from  switching  service  is  allowable 
to  a  telephone  company  where  about  70  per  cent  of  the  total  develop- 
ment is  rural,  thap  where  the  utility  is  serving  merely  a  small  number 
of  rural  service  subscribers.    Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

174.  An  allowance  of  $60  per  annum  for  the  maintenance  and  return 
on  the  investment  in  five  city  circuits  to  the  city  limits  to  which  fifty- 
nine  farm  lines  connect  was  held  reasonable  in  determining  the  ade- 
quate rate  for  switching  farm  lines  to  the  entire  system.  Re  Humphrey 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F,  3. 

175.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  put  into  effect  a  schedule 
of  rates  which  was  estimated  to  provide  an  adequate  return  on  the 
present  property  and  such  additions  as  were  necessary  in  order  prop- 
erly to  limit  the  number  of  subscribers  on  a  line,  upon  condition  that 
it  reduce  the  number  of  subscribers  oo  its  various  lines  so  as  to  con- 
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form  to  the  standards  recommended  by  the  Commission.     Be  .Bangor 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.I1.R.1916F,  402. 

176.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates,  where 
it  appeared  that  its  net  income  would  yield  only  4.6  per  cent  interest  on 
the  investment,  without  an  allowance  for  depreciation.  Be  Gushing 
Teleph.  Co.   (Okla.)    P.U.R.1915A,  639. 

177.  Telephone  rates  which  produce  a  return  of  only  4.86  per  cent 
of  the  value  of  the  company's  property  are  not  unreaaonably  high,  since 
net  earnings  producing  such  a  percentage  are  below  the  reasonable 
return  upon  the  value  of  the  company's  property  used  in  the  public 
service.    Newark  v.  Wayne  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  79. 

178.  An  increase  in  telephone  rates  which  would  produce  sufficient 
net  income  to  yield  a  return  of  4.89  per  cent  upon  the  value  of  the 
plant  devoted  to  the  public  use,  and  which  did  not  exceed  the  charge 
made  generally  throughout  the  state  for  similar  service  under  fairly 
comparable  conditions  by  other  telephone  utilities,  was  held  not  un- 
reasonably high.    Re  Western  Teleph.  Co.  (Or.)   P.U.R.1916F,  290. 

179.  A  telephone  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates  for  indi- 
vidual lines  from  $1.50  to  $2.50  per  month,  although  it  had  been  pay- 
ing dividends  at  the  average  rate  of  9.52  per  cent  for  the  ten  years  of 
its  existence,  where  it  had  been  paying  as  dividends  moneys  that  should 
have  been  expended  for  maintenance  an4  depreciation,  and  where  after 
setting  aside  10  per  cent  on  the  investment  for  such  maintenance  and 
depreciation  in  accordance  with  the  order  of  the  Commission,  the  net 
revenues  fpr  dividends  would  not  exceed  5^  per  cent.  Marquis  v.  Polk 
County  Teleph.  (Do.  (Neb.).P.U.R.1916C,  140. 

180.  A  return  of  5^  per  cent  upon  the  investment  of  a  telephone  com- 
pany cannot  be  held  sufficient.  Marquis  v.  Polk  County  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  140. 

181.  A  telephone  company  which  had  been  earning  about  6.3  per  cent 
upon  its  investment  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rate  for  residence 
telephones  from  $1  to  $1.25  per  month,  its  rates  for  business  telephones 
remaining  unchanged  at  $1.50  per  month.  Re  Colfax  Teleph.  Exch. 
(Wis.)   P.U.R.1915C,  188. 

1812.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  put  into  effect  in- 
creased rates  which  would  produce  a  return  of  6.23  per  cent  of  the 
present  fair  value  of  the  particular  exchange,  such  rates  being  approxi- 
mately those  charged  by  similar  companies  in  like  cities,  although  the 
revenue  would  not  permit  an  allowance  for  depreciation  and  contingent 
reserve,  where  the  operating  expenses  of  the  exchange  could  be  reduced 
by  prorating  the  salary  of  its  manager  to  other  exchanges  under  his 
supervision,  and  it  was  probable  that  increased  earnings  would  result 
from  the  plant  as  rebuilt.  Re  Southwestern  Teleg  &,  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  1087. 

183.  A  telephone  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates  so  as  to 
produce  a  return  on  6.4  per  cent  on  the  estimated  value  of  its  physical 
property.    Re  Colchester  Farmers*  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  23. 

184.  A  telephone  company  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  an  interest 
earning  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  fair  present  value  of  its 
property.    Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.191oB,  607. 
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185.  No  general  reduction  of  rates  of  a  telephone  company  is  warrant- 
ed when  the  net  earnings  of  utility  do  not  exceed  7  per  cent  upon  the 
present  yalue  of  the  property,  and  where  it  appears  that  the  rate  sched- 
ule is  comparable  with  schedules  in  effect  in  other  cities  of  the  same 
class  with  a  similar  telephone  development,  and  that  the  entire  property 
of  the  company  has  been  maintained  and  operated  at  a  high  standard 
of  efficiency.  Mattoon  y.  Coles  County  Teleph.  &,  Teleg.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  660. 

186.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company  is  earning  7  per  cent  upon  its 
investment  cannot  be  held  to  be  evidence  that  its  rates  are  imreason- 
able  or  extortionate,  although  this  is  a  fully  adequate  allowance  for 
interest.  Anderson  v.  Pierce  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916D, 
330. 

186a.  A  slight  increase  in  the  rates  of  a  telephone  company  was  held 
justified  where  it  appeared  that  it  was  not  quite  earning  a  return  of  7 
per  cent  upon  its  capital  stock,  that  its  business  had  been  conducted 
with  extreme  economy,  and  that  the  business  had  reached  such  a  point 
of  development  that  expenses  were  sure  to  increase.  Re  Monroe  In* 
dependent.Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E,  57. 

187.  A  return  of  7  per  cent  on  the  money  actually  invested  by  the 
stockholders  of  a  telephone  company  was  held  not  to  be  unreasonably 
high,  especially  where  stockholders  have  made  sacrifices  in  the  form  of 
labor  and  services  in  excess  of  their  cash  investment;  but  ihe  company 
was  forbidden  to  pay  annual  dividends  of  more  than  7  per  cent,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  earnings  had  been  improperly  used  to  the  detriment 
of  the  service  and  maintenance  of  property,  and  was  ordered  to  devote 
any  surplus  beyond  the  amount  necessary  for  such  dividends  to  the 
maintenance  of  existing  property  and  the  betterment  of  the  service.  Re 
Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  67. 

188.  Rates  proposed  by  a  telephone  company  are  reasonable  where 
it  appears  that  the  expenses  including  an  8  per  cent  allowance  for 
maintenance  and  depreciation  on  the  reproduction  value  of  the  prop- 
erty new,  and  an  allowance  of  7  per  cent  on  the  total  capital  liability, 
would  be  more  than  the  present  earnings  from  such  rates,  and  where 
the  further  development  of  the  plant  would  increase  the  revenue  to 
approximately  7  per  cent  on  the  investment.  Re  Valparaiso  Teleph. 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  578. 

189.  An  allowance  of  7  per  cent  dividends  on  a  telephone  investment 
was  held  reasonable.  Re  Crownover  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
571. 

190.  In  fixing  the  rates  of  a  telephone  company  it  was  held  that  the 
divideifds  should  equal  an  amount  not  less  than  7  per  cent  of  the  plant. 
Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915E,  616. 

191.  A  telephone  company  operating  in  a  restricted  territory  was 
permitted  to  increase  its  rates  with  the  exception  of  a  yearly  charge 
pf  $4  for  switching  service  to  the  maximum  charge  which  should  be 
permitted  for  the  limited  service  furnished,  to  insure  a  sufficient  re- 
turn to  meet  expenses  and  depreciation  and  a  return  of  7  per  cent  upon 
the  value  of  its  property  as  found  by  the  Commission.  Re  Foosland 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  329. 

P.U.R.  Dig.—27. 
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192.  A  telephone  company  was  permitted  to  increase  its  rates  eren 
though  its  income  account  apparently  showed  a  liberal  profit,  where 
the  amount  set  aside  for  depreciation  was  too  small  and  the  officers 
of  the  company,  who  owned  almost  all  of  the  capital  stock,  operated 
and  maintained  the  system  without  compensation,  and  the  new  sched- 
ule of  rates  was  based  upon  an  operating  account  made  up  of  taxes 
to  be  paid,  an  amount  equal  to  7  per  cent  of  the  new  cost  of  the  prop- 
erty to  cover  depreciation,  and  an  amount  equal  to  the  operating  ex- 
penses of  other  like  companies.  Re  Bangor  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916F,  402. 

193.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  rates  so 
there  would  be  sufficient  revenue  to  yield  a  return  of  7  per  cent  on  the 
present  value  of  its  property,  and  a  small  surplus,  after  deducting  prop- 
er expenses  and  allowing  8  per  cent  of  the  reproduction  value  to  cover 
maintenance  and  depreciation.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  364. 

194.  A  return  but  sli^^tly  in  excess. of  7  per  cent  upon  the  invest- 
ment in  a  telephone  cannot  be  held  to  be  unreasonable.  Marquis  T. 
Polk  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  140. 

195.  The  return  of  a  telephone  company  where  the  rural  and  toll  lines 
are  considered  as  part  of  the  plant  should  be  at  least  7i  per  cent,  con- 
sidering the  hazard  of  the  telephone  business  as  a  whole.  Simms  t. 
Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  366. 

196.  A  return  of  8.3  per  cent  on  an  investment  of  $47,877  in  a  tele- 
phone plant  or  7.55  per  cent  after  allowing  for  additional  expendi- 
tures for  improvements  was  held  to  be  reasonable.  Corona  v.  Corona 
Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 

197.  A  schedule  of  telephone  rates  for  continuous  service  at  the  same 
rates  therefor  charged  by  the  company  for  different  classes  of  service 
was  held  reasonable,  where  it  appeared  that  such  rates  would  produce 
annual  dividends  of  8  per  cent  of  the  existing  value  of  the  company's 
property,  after  the  payment  of  all  operating  expenses,  including  an  an- 
nual depreciation  allowance.  Woonsocket  v.  Schuler  Electric  &  Teleph. 
Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916B,  223. 

198.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  farm-line 
rates  and  to  establish  a  new  farm-line  switching  rate  where  its  earnings 
from  its  present  rates  were  insufficient  to  meet  operating  expenses,  in- 
cluding maintenance  and  depreciation,  and  pay  an  8  per  cent  return  on 
its  capital  liabilities.  Re  Maxwell  &  B.  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJL 
1916A,  471. 

199.  The  Illinois  Conunission  reduced  from  $24  a  year  to  $21  the  rate 
charged  by  a  telephone  company  to  individual  line  business  telephones, 
where  the  rate  of  $24  a  year  would  represent  a  return  of  8.8  per  cent 
on  the  investment.    Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646. 

200.  A  retitm  of  8  per  cent  on  capital  liabilities  of  $10,000  was  ocm* 
sidered  to  be  a  very  conservative  allowance  where  the  reproduction  new 
value  of  a  telephone  company's  property  was  found  to  be  $27,003,  and  its 
depreciated  value  $18,095.64,  and  where  it  was  shown  that  the  company 
was  paying  10  per  cent  per  annum  for  borrowed  capitaL  Bs  Max- 
well A  B.  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  471. 
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201.  A  generitl  increase  in  the  rates  of  a  farm  telephone  company  is 
held  not  justifiable  where  the  record  shows  that  the  net  yearly  return 
has  amounted  to  13.7  per  cent.  Re  Lynch  Teleph.  Ck>.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  64. 

202.  A  telephone  company  was  allowed  to  increase  its  rates  for  wall 
phones,  where  it  appeared  that  if  interest  and  depreciation  should  be 
allowed  at  7  per  cent  each,  the  revenue  from  such  increased  rates  would 
produce  a  return  of  14  per  cent  on  an  amount  below  the  value  of  the 
company's  property.  Re  Friendship  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
324. 

10,  ToU  bridges. 

203.  A  return  of  4.6  per  cent  on  the  present  value  <m  a  toll  bridge 
is  inadequate  where  the  interest  rate  on  the  best  security  is  from  6  to 
7  per  cent  in  the  vicinity,  and  the  hazard  of  the  bridge  investment  is 
great.    Gates  v.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  602. 

11,  Warehousei 

204.  A  warehouse  company  was  allowed  to  increase  Its  rates  where 
it  appeared  that  the  existing  rates  were  noncompensatory,  and  that 
the  proposed  rate  would  result  in  paying  4^  per  cent  on  the  repro- 
duction cost  new  as  fixed  by  the  Commission's  engineering  department, 
or  5^'  per  cent  on  the  segregated  book  cost,  and  where  the  proposed 
rates  as  compared  with  rates  charged  by  similar  utilities  for  similar 
services  were  not  in  themselves  unreasonable.  Re  Southern  P.  Mill. 
Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916C,  978. 

12.  Water. 

205.  A  net  return  of  1}  per  cent  on  the  valuation  of  the  property  of 
a  water  company  is  insufiicient.  Re  Gassaway  Development  Co.  (W. 
Va.)  P.U.R.1915D,  661. 

206.  Public  policy  requires  a  water  company  to  earn  more  than  2.99 
per  cent  return  on  the  cost  new  of  its  plant.  Beloit  v.  Beloit  Water 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

207.  A  water  company  operating  at  a  loss  was  permitted  to  increase 
its  rates  sufficiently  to  remove  the  deficit  and  provide  a  necessary 
annual  depreciation  fund  of  1.76  per  cent  of  the  actual  physical  value 
of  the  property,  even  though  its  reduction  of  an  alleged  excessive 
salary  might  eliminate  the  deficit,  where  it  was  necessary  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  increase  be  applied  to  the  depreciation  fund,  and 
where,  even  if  it  were  not  so  applied,  it  would  yield  a  return  of  only 
4  per  cent  upon  the  stodc.  Clark  v.  Artesian  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  342. 

208.  Rates  of  a  water  company  producing  a  return  of  6.84  per  cent 
upon  complainant's  own  valuation,  or  less  than  the  annual  rate  of  in- 
terest,  do  not  justify  a  finding  that  such  rates  are  unreasonable  and 
excessive,  especially  in  view  of  other  testimony  bearing  directly  or  in> 
directly  upon  the  question  of  rates  tending  to  show  a  lower  rate  of 
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gain    than    complainant's    figures    indicate.     Mt.  Union  t.  Mt.  Union 
Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1. 

209.  A  reasonable  return  to  a  water  company  was  found  to  be  6  per 
cent  on  the  present  fair  vahie  of  its  property,  where  it  appeared  that 
a  considerable  portion  of  the  water  business  of  the  city,  in  which  the 
company  operated,  had  not  been  solicited  and  developed  as  it  should 
have  been,  and  the  rate  of  return  would  automatically  increase  upon 
the  compliance  of  the  company  in  good  faith  with  the  order  of  the 
Commission.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &.Ft.  L.  Water  Co. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

210.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  flat  rates  for 
water  service,  and  to  establish  a  schedule  of  meter  rates  to  be  applied 
where  desirable,  which  would  probably  yield  a  larger  return  and  tend 
to  conserve  the  water  supply,  where  the  net  return  upon  the  property 
of  the  water  company  was  below  6  per  cent,  and  the  scarcity  of  water 
required  additional  investment  and  expense  in  driving  wells  and  the 
installation  of  filtration  and  pumping  plants.  Re  Bound  Brook  Water 
Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 

211.  The  Indiana  Commission  fixed  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  for  the 
net  return  of  a  municipal  water  plant.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.UJl. 
1915C,  561. 

212.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  water  rates, 
a  return  of  7  per  cent  was  held  to  be  just  and  reasonable.  Lake  Forest 
v.  Lake  Forest  Water  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

213.  Although  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates  for  water, 
allowances  should  be  made  for  a  return  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  on 
the  present  fair  value  of  the  property,  and  3  per  cent  for  surplus,  con- 
tingencies, and  depreciation,  rates  yielding  a  return  of  only  3  per  cent 
were  held  not  so  unreasonably  low  as  to  justify  an  increase,  where  they 
did  not  appear  unreasonably  low  by  comparison  with  the  rates  of  other 
utilities,  and  where  there  appeared  to  be  opportunity  for  a  larger 
return  in  reducing  operating  expenses  by  reducing  the  quantity  of 
water  pumped  and  minimizing  the  loss  and  waste.  Re  Ft.  Scott  &  N. 
Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  612. 

214.  A  schedule  of  rates  for  water  was  not  imduly  high  or  unrea- 
sonable where  the  net  return  upon  the  reproduction  cost  of  the  property 
used  and  useful  in  water  service  less  depreciation  was  less  than  7  per 
cent,  and  new  schedule  of  rates  was  ordered  where  the  rates  in  efl*ect 
did  not  bear  equitably  and  ratably  upon  the  various  classes  of  con- 
sumers.   Bend  v.  Bend  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  913. 

215.  A  proper  rate  of  return  on  the  investment  in  a  waterworks  prop- 
erty was  found  to  be  7  per  cent  on  its  present  value.  Re  Galveston 
Waterworks  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915E,  27. 

216.  A  reduction  from  90  cents  to  85  cents  in  the  maximum  ^et  price 
of  gas  to  be  charged  by  a  company  was  recommended,  where,  among 
oth^  things,  it  appeared  that  the  company  bad  consistently  pursued  a 
policy  of  representing  in  capital  stock  every  item  of  expenditure  at- 
tendant up<A  the  extensions  of  its  plant,  and  had  paid  6  per  cent 
dividends  on  its  stock  for  a  considerable  period  prior  to  1907,  7  per 
cent  dividends  In  1907,  and  8  per  cent  dividends  each  year  tberoaiter, 
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and  had  been  able  to  issue  stock  at  premiums  from  wlrioli  It  had  real* 
ized  in  all  the  sum  of  $654,987  in  addition  to  the  par  value  thereof.  Re 
Lawrence  Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  814. 

217.  A  water  utility  was  ordered  to  revise  its  s(^edule  of  rates  so  aa 
to  decrease  its  minimum  monthly  charge,  and  increase  certain  of  its  rates 
for  water  in  ekcess  of  the  minimum,  where  its  present  revenue  was  in- 
sufficient to  cover  the  cost  of  maintenance  and  operation,  a  reasonable 
depreciation,  and  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  Commission's 
valuation,  it  appearing  that  the  estimated  revenue  was  based  upon  a 
year  of  insufficient  water  supply,  and  that  there  would  be  a  gradual  in* 
crease  in  the  number  of  consumers.  Re  Dell  Segno  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
857. 

218.  The  rates  of  a  water  company  were  found  not  to  be  cxeeselve,  and 
a  readjusted  schedule,  which  would  somewhat  increase  the  revenue  was 
held  warranted  when  its  operating  expense  plus  an  allowance  for  de- 
preciation and  a  6  per  cent  return  on  the  value  of  its  property  exceeded 
its  receipts,  although  a  portion  of  its  operating  expenses  were  abnormal' 
ly  high  because  of  a  dry  year.  Corona  v.  Corona  City  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  782. 

219.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  water  ratea 
a  return  of  8  per  cent  per  annum  was  held  to  be  reasonable.  Sandpoint 
V.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

220.  A  water  company  was  permitted  to  so  increase  its  rates  that 
when  the  change  from  a  flat-rate  to  a  meter-rate  system,  as  ordered* 
was  completed)  the  return  upon  its  investment  under  proper  manage- 
ment would  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  8  per  cent  per  annum.  Re 
Hayward  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 

221.  A  net  return  of  10  per  cent  on  the  physical  value  of  a  water 
plant,  its  location  and  purpose  being  considered,  was  held  by  the  Ari- 
zona Commission  to  be  fair  and  equitable.  Arizona  Corp,  Commission 
V.  Morenci  Water  Co.   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

222.  A  net  return  of  12  per  cent  on  the  physical  value  of  a  water 
plant  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  maximum  to  which  the  company's 
net  return  might  attain  from  a  normal  growth  of  its  business  or  the  in- 
troduction oT  further  economies^  before  the  Concmiission  would  take 
further  action  in  revising  its  rates,  where  the  Commission  had  taken 
a  rate  of  10  per  cent  upon  its  physical  valuation  as  fair  and  equitable. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
525. 

RSTU&V  Aft  A  WHOIfE. 

Reasonableness  of,  see  Retubn,  124-128. 

RBTURH  ftHIFMEHT. 

Rates  on,  see  Rahis,  268. 

BEVENUEI. 

See  generally  Return. 

Apportionment  of,  in  case  of  a  single  utility,  see  AppoBTiomcfeRTy 

9,  12,  1^20,  24. 
Apportionment  of,  in  case  of  joint  enterprise,  see  Appobtionmbnt, 

74,  82-85,  89. 
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BBVENUX  TAXES. 

See  Taxes  aitd  Taxation. 

REVENUE  TRAINMIUS. 

As  basis  of  apportionment^  see  Appobtionicbny,  14. 

BE  VIEW. 

See  Appeal  and  Review. 

BEWARD. 

Liberal  dividends  as  reward  for  efficiency,  see  RBTiTKr,  116-120. 

BIGHTS  OF  WAT. 

Operation  of  street  car  to  keep  title  to,  see  Sekvioe,  118. 
Valuation  of  rights  of  way,  see  Valuation,  832,  883,  84T. 

BIGHT  TO  DO  BUSIKESS. 

Under  franchise  as  property  right,  see  Franchise  1. 

BIPABIAN  BIGHTS. 

Consideration  of  riparian  rights  in  fixing  height  of  dam  for  reser- 
voir purposes,  see  Wateb,  17-19. 

BOAD-MAKING  MATEBIAL. 

Right  to  lower  rates  for  transportation,  see  Rates,  326. 

BOADWAY   COMPANT. 

Application  of  law  forbidding  special  rate  on  account  of  ownership 
of  equipment  to  roadway  telephone  company,  see  Disobhona- 
tion,  106. 

BOCK. 

Suspension  of  railroad  service  because  of  rock  slides,  see  8b8VI0B» 

132. 
Cost  of  rock  excavation,  see  Valuation,  85. 

BOI.LING  STOCK. 

Situs  of,  for  purpose  of  taxaticm,  see  Taxation,  4-8. 

BOOMING  HOUSE. 

Classifying  private  residence  as  rooming  house  as  discrimination  by 
telephone  company,  see  Discrimination,  188. 

BOUND  TRIP  TICKETS. 

Time  and  place  for  sale  of,  by  railway  company,  see  Sebyioi,  201» 

BOUTES. 

See  also  Through  Route  and  Joint  Rate. 

Power  of  legislature  to  prescribe  the  routes  of  common  carrying 
vehicles  upon  highways  and  to  delegate  such  power  to  munici- 
palities, see  Legislatube,  1. 

Selecting  route  for  street  railway,  see  Service,  284-280. 
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BOUTINO. 

Poww  of  Commission  as  to  routing  of  trains,  see  Service,  82,  88. 
Bouting  street  cars  to  conform  with  passenger  movement,  see  Serv- 
ice, 344. 
Of  telephone  messages,  see  Sebvice,  413,  414. 

BULE  OF  DECI8IOH. 

Federal  courts  following  decision  of  state  courts  as  to  construction 
of  statute,  see  Coubts,  5. 

BUBAIi  SITBBCRIBEBS. 

Free  service  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  18(V-182. 
Profit  to  telephone  company  from  switching,  see  Rbtubn,  95. 

BURAI.  BWITOHIHG  SERVICE. 

Not  to  be  rendered  to  city  subscribers  of  telephones,  see  Service, 
410. 

BURAIi  TELEPHONE  LINES. 

Accounting  by,  see  Accounting. 

Discrimination  between  business  and  farmers'  lines,  see  Discrimi- 
nation, 187. 

Practice  of  telephone  company  in  requiring  deposit  from  r^pilar 
subscribers  and  not  from  subscribers  on  farmers'  lines  or  the 
private  branch  exchanges,  see  Discrimination,  217. 

Right  to  parallel  lines  of  company  organized  on  conunercial  basis^ 
see  MoNOPOLT  and  Competition,  46. 

Distinction  between  rural  and  residence  telephone  rates,  see  Rates, 
,    404. 

Number  of  telephones  on  a  single  farm  line,  see  Service,  375-377. 

Service  by,  see  Service,  379-380. 

BUSH  HOURS. 

Possibility  of  increased  patronage  as  affecting  reduction  of  rates 
during,  see  Rates,  124. 

Of  street  railways,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  345. 

For  street  railway  transportation  defined,  see  Service,  311-317. 

Agreed  valuation  as  basis  for  determining  reasonableness  of  pro- 
posed reduction  in  fares  during,  see  Valuation,  71. 

SAFETY. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to 

have  experience  in  operation  of  automobiles  in  the  city,  see 

Automobiles,  12. 
Of  service  generally,  see  Service. 
Duty  of   railway   to   provide   for   safety   of  passengers  although 

operating  at  a  loss,  see  Service,  53. 
Discontinuance  of  electric  service  because  of  unsafe  wiring,  see 

Service,  177. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


424  SAFETY  APPLIANCES-SANITATION. 

BAFETT  APPLIAHCEB. 

Authority  of  Commissions  in  passing  upon  sufficiency  of,  at  rail- 
road crossings,  see  Cbossings,  10. 

For  grade  crossings,  see  Cbossings,  27-33. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  to  furnish,  see  Service,  164-167. 

On  inclined  plane,  see  Sebvice,  190.  ' 

Procedure  for  installation  of,  on  street  railway,  see  Stbeet  RaiL' 
WAYS,  6. 

SAXJkRIES. 

Of  general  manager  and  superintendent  of  street  railway  company 
to  be  charged  to  general  and  miscellaneous  expense,  see  Ac- 
counting, 18. 

Apportionment  of,  between  electric  and  water  departments  of  util- 
ity, see  Apportionment,  33. 

Allowance  for,  in  fixing  return,  see  Rstuin,  61-63. 

Allowance  for  value  of  services  rendered  by  an  officer  for  which  no 
salary  was  paid  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  the  property,  see 
Valuation,  274. 

8AI.E. 

See  also  Consoudation,  Merger  anp  Sale. 

1.  The  delivery  of  electricity  by  municipal  plant  to  municipal  build- 
ings is  not  a  sale  for  which  the  Massachusetts  statute  requires  a  price 
to  be  fixed.    Rowley  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  984. 

BAUE  PRICE. 

Of  waterworks  system,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  and  Sale,  17. 
Of  securities,  •see  Security  Issues,  119,  151-170. 
As  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  63-67. 

BAI.T. 

Railroads  to  furnish  grain  doors  and  bulkheads  for  the  protection 
of,  see  Service,  277. 

BALVAOE  VAI.UE. 

Salvage  value  to  be  considered  in  computing  rates  of  depreciation, 

see  Depreciation,  28,  29. 
Treatment  of,  in  return,  see  Return,  46. 

BAUD. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  325,  326. 

SANITATION. 

Municipal  regulation  as  to  ventilation  and  fumigation  of  street  cars 
as  interference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Com- 
merce, 3. 

Charge  for  disinfecting  stock  cars  and  yards,  see  Rates,  294-296. 

Of  street  cars,  see  Service,  329. 

Of  intenirban  cars,  see  Service,  195,  196. 
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8CAI.E8. 

Requiring  railroad  company  to  install,  at  stockyards,  aa  denial  of 
due  process,  see  Constitutignal  Law,  13. 

SCENIC  RAII»WAYB 

Power  of  Commission  to  prevent  discrimination  in  rates  by  street 
railways  in  renting  special  cars  to  scenic  railways,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  41. 

DisoHraination  against,  by  street  railway  company,  see  Discbimina- 
TION,  149. 

As  rendering  a  public  service,  see  PuBUO  Uthjtibb,  36* 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  35. 

SCHEDUIiE. 

Of  rates,  see  Rates. 

Effect  of  failure  to  file  rate  schedule,  see  Rates,  7. 

Effect  of  order  to  file,  see  Rates,  13. 

SCHOOL  CHILDREN. 

Due  consideration  to  be  given  to,  by  interurban  railways,  see  Rates, 
240. 

SCHOOLS. 

Free  service  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Disobihi- 

NATION,  52. 
Free  and  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discbimiitation, 

67-76. 

SCRAPPING. 

Allowance  for  cost  of  property  purchased  for,  see  Valuation,  161. 

SCRAP  VALUE. 

Consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  allowing  depreciation,  see  Depbecia.- 
TioN,  28,  29. 

SEATING  CAPACIT7. 

Of  street  cars  during  nonrush  hours,  see  Sebvice,  310-817. 

SEATS. 

For  passengers  on  interurban  cars,  see  Sebvice,  199. 

For  passengers  on  steam  railroad,  see  Sebvice,  267,  268. 

To  be  provided  for  passengers  in  Pullman  cars,  if  necessary,  see 

Sebvice,  268. 
For  passengers  on  street  cars,  see  Sebvice,  304-317. 

SECONDARIES. 

Grounding  of,  see  Euectbicity,  4. 

SECONDARY  SIDE. 

Electric  rate  schedule  based  upon  measurements  on  secondary  side 
of  transformers,  see  Rates,  142,  143. 
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SECURITIES. 

Requirement  that  subscribers  own  securities  before  service  is  ren- 
dered, see  Sebvice,  850. 
Ascertainment  of  present  value  of  securities,  see  Valuation,  61. 

SEOXnCITT. 

Validity  of  regulation  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to  furnish 
security  or  indemnity  insurance,  see  Automobiles,  20-24. 

Discrimination  in  rules  requiring  security  for  payment  of  service, 
see  DiscBiMiXATiON,  216-218. 

For  payment  for  service^  see  Payment,  42-63. 

Bonds  deposited  as  security  for  fulfilment  of  contract,  as  working 
capital,  see  Valuation,  242. 

SECURITT  ISSUES. 

/.  In  general,  l^S. 
11.  Nature  and  Icind  of  securities,  0^11, 
III.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Comntisaion,  12^21. 
IV.  Invalidity  or  illegality  of  issue,  22^29. 
V.  Considerations  affecting  issues,  SO^^O. 
VI.  Pledge  as  an  issuance,  37. 
VII.  Purpose,  38^114. 

a.  In  general,  3S^^6. 

h.  Discharge  or  refund  of  obligations,  46^70. 

c.  Acquisition  of  equipment  or  other  property,  71—^5. 

d.  Bettermetlts  and  extensions,  86-^104, 

e.  Overhead  expenses,  lOS^lOS. 
/.  Replacements,  109^112. 

g.  Operating  expenses,  113,  114. 
VIII.  Amount,  116-160. 

a.  In  general,  116—120. 

h.  Value  of  property  as  basis  of  amouwt,  121^183* 

c.  Ability  to  pay  dividends,  139. 

d.  On  consolidation  and  reorganization,  140—144, 

e.  Proportion  of  stock  to  bonds,  146— 160, 
IX.  Sale  price,  161-170. 

I.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  -with  issuance  of  security  issues,  P.U.R.1915A, 
361,  636,  645,  560,  797,  808,  813,  1022;  P.U.R.1915B,  422,  685; 
P.U.R.1915D,  932,  1003,  1031,  1034;  P.U.R.1915E,  83,  107,  113,  124, 
368,  638;  P.U.R.1915F,  797,  898,  1037. 

Bond  discoimt  and  brokerage  not  chargeable  to  plant  accoimt,  see 
Accounting,  21. 

Bond  discount  resulting  from  inability  to  sell  bonds  because  of  unprofit- 
ableness of  gas  plant  not  to  be  charged  against  electrical  depart- 
ment, see  Apportionment,  31. 

Amount  paid  stockholders  to  secure  indorsement  to  note  of  utility  not 
to  be  regarded  in  the  nature  of  bond  discount,  see  Bond  Discount. 
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Statutes  reotrioting  issuance  of  securitieB  as  violaUve  of  the  eonstitu- 

tion,  see  Ck)N8TiTniiONAL  Law,  19. 
Retirem^it  of  bonds  not  to  be  aoeomplislied  by  use  of  d^reeiation  funds, 

see  DsPBBCiATiON,  95. 
Burden  of  proof  tiiat  railway  company  issuing  securities  without  w^" 

proval  oi  Commission  was  exempt  from  its  centre^  see  Etidence,  6. 
Approval  of  past  issues  of  securities  by  public  authorities  as  conclusive 

evidence  that  issue  represented  legitimate  investment,  see  Evidenor, 

48,  49. 
Effect  of  authoriiing  issues  of  preferred  stock,  see  Obdebs,  5,  6. 
Approval  of,  by  Commission,  as  carrying  no  guaranty  as  to  inainte- 

nance  of  dividend,  see  Obdebs,  11. 
Inability  to  market  securities  as  justification  of  failure  to  extend  serv- 

ice,  see  Sebvzcb,  73. 
Value  of  securities  aa  measure  of  value  of  utility,  see  Valuation,  69- 

62. 
Valuation  for  purpose  of,  to  be  same  as  for  purpose  of  taxation,  see' 

Valuation,  69. 

1.  The  speculative  aspect  of  common  stock  should  be  kept  in  mind 
by  security  holders,  in  connection  with  any  authority  which  may  be 
given  by  the  Commission,  for  the  issuance  of  such  stock.  Re  Southern 
California  Edison  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  313. 

la.  Statutes  designed  to  restrict  the  issue  of  stock  to  the  actual  in- 
vestment are  not  in  themselves  confiscatory.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Peti- 
tion (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

2.  A  utility  applying  for  authority  to  issue  bonds  to  provide 
funds  for  constructing  a  plant  in  new  territory  must  be  treated  as  a  new 
utility  seeking  authority  to  secure  its  entire  capital,  where  it  has  sold 
its  entire  plant  and  business  in  the  old  territory,  and  distributed  its 
assets  among  its  stockholders.  Re  North  Yarmouth  Water  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  109. 

3.  The  Illinois  Commission  approved  of  an  agreement  between  the 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company  and  a  trustee  whereby  an  indenture 
securing  the  railroad's  first  lien  equipment  bonds  was  modified,  among 
other  things,  so  that  the  railroad  company,  instead  of  renewing  or 
replacing  equipment  worn  out,  lost,  or  destroyed,  was  allowed  to  surren- 
der for  cancelation  its  first  lien  equipment  bonds  in  an  amount  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  total  value  of  the  equipment  to  be  renewed  or 
replaced.    Re  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJB.1916D,  1032. 

4.  Upon  authorizing  a  consolidated  railroad  company  to  issue  6 
per  cent  convertible  bonds,  and  to  issue  stock  to  effect  the  conversion; 
for  the  purpose  of  funding  certain  indebtedness,  including  money  bor* 
rowed  by  a  constituent  company  to  lend  to  a  third  company  whose 
stock  is  all  owned  by  the  consolidated  company  and  whose  5  per  cent 
notes  given  to  the  constituent  company  for  the  money  borrowed  are  held 
by  the  consolidated  company,  which  also  holds  a  certain  amount  of 
its  own  stock  as  collateral  for  their  payment,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
interest  on  the  notes  should  be  increased  to  6  per  cent,  that  the  collateral 
should  be  continued  to  be  held  by  the  consolidated  company  until  the 
notes  are  paid,  and  that  the  proceeds  from  the  payment  should  be  used 
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for  capital  purposes  only.    Re  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
1024. 

5.  The  Illinois  Commission,  in  authorizing  a  railroad  company  to 
issue  bonds  convertible  at  the  option  of  the  holders  into  stock  at  $105 
per  share  of  $100  par  value,  and  providing  for  the  amortization  of  the 
amount  of  discounts,  commissions,  and  expenses  in  connection  wiHi  the 
approval,  issuance,  and  sale  of  the  bonds,  ordered  that  any  premium 
realized  through  the  conversion  of  the  bonds  into  stock  should  be  ap- 
plied to  any  balance  of  the  amount  of  the  discounts,  commissions,  and 
expenses  which  may  be  imamortized  at  the  time  of  the  conversion.  Re 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1024. 

6.  The  Illinois  Commission,  in  authorizing  a  railroad  company  to 
issue  bonds  convertible  into  stodc  at  the  option  of  the  holders,  gave  t^e 
company  the  option  either  to  amortize  the  amount  of  discoimts,  com- 
missions, and  expenses  in  connection  with  the  approval,  issuance,  and 
sale  of  the  bonds,  out  of  income  before  the  maturity  of  the  bonds,  by 
the  payment  of  equal  annual  instalments  so  long  as  may  be  necessary, 
or  to  charge  the  amoimt  of  profit  and  loss  at  the  time  of  the  issuance 
of  the  bonds,  or  any  time  to  charge  to  profit  and  loss  any  or  all  of  the 
unamortized  balance  of  the  amount.  Re  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  1024. 

7.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  insert  provisions,  in  a 
trust  mortgage  about  to  be  executed,  for  securing  its  $600,000  five  year 
4§  per  cent  notes  which  had  been  issued  upon  condition  that  they 
should  participate  in  any  lien  placed  upon  the  property.  Re  Portland 
R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915F,  894. 

8.  An  electric  power  company  was  authorized  to  issue  first  mort- 
gage, 6  per  cent,  twenty-five  year  bonds,  to  the  amount  of  $300,000,  in 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  its  mortgage,  on  condition  that  the  com- 
pany adjust  its  accounts  with  several  affiliated  and  closely  associated 
corporations,  so  as  to  eliminate  profits  made  or  proposed  to  be  made 
for  construction  work,  at  its  expense,  and  on  condition  that  detailed 
statements  be  filed,  showing  its  sources  of  revenue  and  amounts  paid 
to  it  for  energy  purchased.  Re  Southern  Sierraa  Power  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  27. 

II.  Nature  and  Tcind  of  aecurities, 

9.  Car  trust  certificates  issued  by  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding a  railroad  company  with  funds  to  purdiase  rolling  stock  are  se- 
curities, and  the  issuance  thereof  is  within  the  provisions  of  the  Public 
Utilities  acts  governing  the  issuance  of  securities.  Re  Bangor  &  A. 
R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  119. 

10.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  declined  to  authorize  the  issuance 
of  securities  for  the  purpose  of  a  stock  dividend  except  to  the  extent 
that  the  actual  value  of  the  property  exceeded  the  present  capitalization. 
Re  Raritan  River  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72. 

11.  A  public  service  utility,  organized  by  creditors  to  take  over 
the  properties  and  assume  the  indebtedness  of  a  bankrupt  utility, 
which  had  previously  been  authorized  to  issue  stock  to  satisfy  the 
claims  of  unsecured  creditors,  was  authorized  to  issue  certificates  of 
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indebtedness  instead,  since  many  of  the  unsecured  claims  were  held 
by  banking  institutions  which  could  not  avail  themselves  of  an  issue 
ol  stock.    Re  Citrus  Belt  Gas  Co.  (CaL)  P.UJ1.1915C,  795. 

Ill,  Jurisdiction,  potoers,  and  duiiea  of  Commission. 

12.  It  is  unnecessary  for  a  public  service  corporation  to  obtain  the 
permission  of  the  California  Commission  for  the  issuance  of  a  one-day 
promissory  note.    Re  Foothill  Ditch  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  614. 

13.  The  approval  of  the  New  Hampshire  Commission  is  not  required 
for  the  issuance  of  securities  to  refund  indebtedness  not  arising  out  of 
the  purchase  or  improvement  of  property  in  New  Hampshire;  and  the 
same  is  true  of  the  floating  indebtedness  incurred  for  new  construction 
in  another  state.  Re  Connecticut  River  Power  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.tJ.R.1915C, 
37. 

14.  The  Commission  is  without  power  to  validate  an  illegal  promis- 
sory note  of  a  public  service  corporation.  Re  Escondido  Utilities  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1071. 

15.  The  Commission  has  no  power  to  validate  notes  illegally  given 
by  a  railroad  company,  but  can  authorize  a  new  note  to  take  the  place 
of  one  improperly  issued.  Re  Oakland,  A.  &  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.IL 
1915A,  643. 

16.  The  New  Hampshire  Commission,  while  without  power  to  legalize 
an  illegal  issue  of  stock,  may  authorize  an  issue  for  the  purpose  of 
retiring  outstanding  stock  illegally  issued.  Re  Conway  Electric  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E,  931. 

17.  An  issue  of  stock  by  a  telephone  company  without  authority 
was  validated,  it  appearing  that  the  action  of  the  company  was  taken 
without  knowledge  of  the  law,  and  with  no  intent  to  disregard  the  au- 
thority of  the  Commission.  Re  Firth  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
24. 

18.  The  public  utilities  act  of  California  does  not  contemplate  that 
the  Commission  shall  exercise  the  function  of  determining  whether  an 
issue  of  securities  is  or  is  not  a  good  investment,  but  does  contemplate 
that  the  Commission  shall,  in  the  exercise  of  its  duties,  see  that  the 
utility  receives  an  adequate  return  for  the  stock  which  it  issues.  Re 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.191^C,  324. 

19.  While  the  California  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  de- 
termine the  question  whether  a  public  service  corporation  applying  for 
permission  to  issue  securities  has  assumed  any  liability  under  a  guar- 
anty of  the  bonds  of  another  company,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  make  a  full  inquiry  into  any  matter  that  may  affect  the  finan- 
cial condition  ol  the  utility,  or  which  may  have  a  bearing  upon  its 
securities.    Re  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1054. 

20.  The  Commission  cannot  refuse  permission  for  the  issuance  of 
securities  by  a  puhlie  service  corporation  operating  outside  of  a  munici- 
pality, on  the  theory  that  it  will  result  in  a  duplication  of  facilities, 
where  the  conditions  of  the  statute  requisite  to  the  issuance  of  such 
securities  have  been  complied  with  and  the  statute  provides  that  the 
Commission  ^'shalP  grant  such  authority  when  this  has  been  done,  and 
where  the  statute  gives  the  Commission   no   power  to  regulate  th^ 
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duplication   of  facilities  except  within  municipalities.     Re   Fanners' 
A  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  65. 

21.  The  Nebraska  Commission,  although  convinced  that  pubiio  e<Mi- 
venience  and  Yiecessity  does  not  require  the  construction  of  a  new  tele- 
phone system  in  a  field  already  occupied  by  a  company  rendering  ade- 
quate service,  cannot  deny  an  application  for  an  issuance  of  securities 
for  such  construction,  since  its  statutory  powers  extend  only  to  the 
determination  of  the  question  whether  the  issue  of  securities  "is  rea- 
sonably required  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,"  and  the  Com- 
mission .eannot  read  into  the  statute  the  words,  "when  necessary  or 
reasonably  required  for  the  public  good  or  welfare,"  especially  where 
bills  requiring  public  utilities  to  secure  a  certificate  of  public  conven- 
ience and  necessity  before  commencing  operation  or  making  extensions 
have  been  introduced  into  the  legislature  but  have  failed  of  passage. 
Re  People's  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  160. 

JV.  Invalidity  or  illegality  of  issue. 

22.  A  two-year  promissory  note  of  a  public  service  corporation, 
issued  without  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  is  void  tmder  the  public 
utilities  act.     Re  Escondido  Utilities  Co.    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1916A,  1071. 

23.  A  statute  (chap.  14,  art.  6727,  voL  4,  Vernon's  Sayles's  Statutes 
[Tex.]  1914)  declaring  invalid  every  evidence  of  debt  operating  as  a 
lien  upon  the  property  of  railroad  companies  when  unaccompanied  by 
a  certificate  showing  the  approval  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of  such 
indebtedness  is  not  unconstitutional  as  being  in  conflict  with  article  12, 
§  6,  of  the  State  Constitution,  declaring  that  "no  corporation  shall  issue 
stocks  or  bonds  except  for  money  paid,  labor  done,  or  property  actually 
received."  Davis  v.  Watertown  Nat.  Bank,  P.U.R.1916E,  531  (S.  C.  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — -,  178  S.  W.  693). 

24.  A  statute  (chap.  14,  art.  6727,  vol.  4,  Vernon's  Sayles's  Stat- 
utes [Tex.]  1914)  declaring  invalid  every  evidence  of  debt  operating  as 
a  lien  upon  the  property  of  a  railroad  company  when  unaccompanied 
by  a  certificate  showing  approval  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of  such 
indebtedness  is  not  unconstitutional  as  depriving  a  holder  of  a  note, 
issued  by  a  railroad  company  without  approval  of  the  Railroad  Com- 
mission, of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Davis  v.  Watertown 
Nat.  Bank,  P.U.R.1916E,  531  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S.  W. 
698). 

25.  Indorsers  are  not  liable  as  accommodation  makers  of  notes  issued 
by  a  railroad  company  which  were  invalid  and  unenforceable  against 
the  company  because  issued  without  the  approval  of  the  Railroad  Com- 
mission, as  such  note«  were  void  ab  initio,  Davis  v,  Watertown  Nat. 
Bank,  P.U.R.1915E,  531  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S.  W.  593). 

26.  A  note  by  a  railroad  company,  secured  by  a  lien  upon  its  prop- 
erty, and  issued  without  approval  of  the  Railroad  Commission,  will  be 
declared  void  without  a  showing  that  the  Commission  had  assumed  con- 
trol of  the  company  issuing  the  notes,  where  the  control  over  the  issu- 
ance of  securities  of  railroads  by  the  Commission  is  not  optional  with 
the  Commission,  the  statute  declaring  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  franchise  and  property  of  each  rail- 
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road  in  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  controlling  the  issu- 
ance of  indebtedness;  authorizing  the  Commission  to  approve  liens  or 
mortgages  that  may  be  given  by  railroad  companies;  making  it  the 
duty  of  railroad  companies  desiring  to  issue  bonds  or  other  indebtedness 
to  be  secured  by  lien  on  its  franchise  or  property,  to  procure  the  con- 
sent of  the  Railroad  Commission,  and  declaring  invalid  any  such  in- 
debtedness issued  without  complying  with  its  provisions.  Davis  v.  Water- 
town  Nat.  Bank,  P.U.R.1915E,  631  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S. 
W.  693). 

27.  The  issuance  of  118  shares  of  stock  for  cash  at  par  by  a  tele- 
phone company  without  previous  authority  of  tiie  Commission,  and  the 
expenditure  of  a  part  of  the  proceeds  for  attorney's  fees  and  construc- 
tion, were  ratified  by  the  Commission.  Re  Farmers'  ds  M.  Co-op.  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  66. 

28.  Authority  will  not  be  given  a  gas  company  to  issue  bonds  to  pro- 
duce funds  for  working  capital,  where  it  appears  that  the  need  there- 
for is  due  to  its  having  pledged  a  previous  issue  of  bonds  as  collateral 
for  notes  amounting  to  less  than  70  per  cent  of  the  par  value  of  the 
bonds,  the  statute  requiring  bonds  to  yield  at  least  80  per  cent  of  par. 
Re  Standard  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  632. 

29.  Approval  of  an  application  by  a  gas  company  for  authority  to 
issue  $22,196  par  value  of  bonds  at  80  per  cent  of  par,  to  be  used  in 
paying  for  extensions  and  additions,  was  withheld,  pending  correc- 
tion by  the  company  of  certain  conditions  relative  to  an  illegal  pledge  of 
a  prior  issue  of  bonds.    Re  Standard  Qas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  632. 

F.  OonMderatians  affecting  iasuea. 

30.  An  application  by  a  gas  company  for  permission  to  issue  se- 
curities will  be  denied,  where  it  appears  upon  investigation  that  the 
president  of  the  company  also  acted  as  engineer  and  auditor,  that  a 
construction  company  of  which  the  president  was  the  sole  or  principal 
owner  made  a  profit  of  46.6  per  cent  on  the  construction  of  the  plant, 
that  the  dividends  had  been  paid  out  of  prior  issues  of  securities,  that 
various  items  of  operating  expenses  had  been  withheld  and  carried  on 
the  books  as  assets,  and  many  other  irregularities  were  disclosed  upon 
an  investigation  of  the  books  of  the  company.  Re  Central  California  Gas 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  607. 

31.  A  plan  for  financing  the  construction  cost  of  an  electric  rail- 
way line  by  issuing  to  a  construction  company  the  notes  and  deferred 
payments  of  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  the  electric  company  was  not 
approved,  it  appearing  that  only  210.7  shares  of  the  authorized  issue 
of  670  shares  had  been  subscribed  to,  that  only  $802  had  been  paid 
in  cash  out  of  the  $21,070  due,  and  that  the  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
the  proposed  line  approved  by  the  Commission  was  $36,000.  Re  Marin 
County  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  890. 

32.  The  Commission  refused  to  consider  an  application  of  a  telephone 
company  for  permission  to  issue  bonds  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
overdue  bonds,  unmatured  bonds,  and  floating  indebtedness,  and  to  pro- 
vide for  extensions,  until  after  the  company  had  made  an  effort  to 
eollect  either  the  difference  between  the  par  value  and  amount  paid  for 
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Btock  or  amounts  from  stockholders  sufficient  to  pay  the  oyerdue  bonda» 
where  a  provision  of  the  by-laws  requiring  stockholders  to  make  such 
annual  payments  as  will  retire  outstanding  bonds  at  their. maturity  has 
not  been  enforced,  and,  by  reason  of  the  assets  being  less  than  liabilities, 
there  is  no  equity  to  secure  the  proposed  bond  issue.  Re  Kennebec 
Farm  &  City  Teleph.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  116. 

33.  A  gas  utility  was  Authorized  to  execute  and  deliver  a  mortgage 
to  secure  an  issue  of  bonds  on.  condition  that  the  form  of  the  mortgage 
be  amended  so  that  the  amount  of  working  capital  to  be  deducted  from 
gross  •arnings  before  a  sinking  fund  should  accrue  should  be  fixed  by 
the  amount  necessary  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply  of  gas,  rather 
than  by  giving  the  board  of  directors  a  discretion  in  fixing  the  amount 
of  the  working  capital.    Re  Midway  Gas  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  569. 

34.  The  California  Commission  refused  to  sanction  the  issuance  by 
a  railroad  company  of  securities  to  a  construction  company  under  the 
terms  of  a  contract  between  the  two  companies  for  ihe  construction  of 
a  portion  of  the  line^  where  the  contract  contained  manifest  inequities^ 
besides  providing  for  the  payment  of  $1,500  to  the  construction  com* 
pany  before  any  work  was  done,  and  not  providing  for  any  bond  or 
other  security  which  would  bind  the  contractor  to  perform  its  obli- 
gation.   Re  Stockton  Terminal  &  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  1001. 

35.  Application  of  a  public  service  company  to  increase  the  interest 
on  its  outstanding  bonds  from  5  per  cent  to  6  per  cent  upon  payment 
by  the  holders  of  such  bonds  of  $100  per  thousand,  and  to  issue  $1,- 
532,000  face  value  6  per  cent,  series  C  bonds  to  be  exchanged  for  like 
face  value  of  5  per  cent  series  ''B"  bonds  in  applicant's  treasury,  or 
pledged  to  secure  notes,  or,  as  an  alternative,  to  sell  same  at  not 
less  than  95  per  cent  proceeds,  together  with  the  proceeds  of  an  addi- 
tional $50,000  face  bonds  proposed  to  be  issued  and  sold  at  95,  and 
the  receipts  from  the  outstanding  bonds  under  the  proposed  interest 
increase  to  be  used  to  discharge  notes  amounting  to  $954,000  and  such 
portions  of  its  floating  indebtedness  as  the  balance  would  permit,  was 
granted,  although  the  Commission  did  not  entirely  approve  of  this 
method  of  financing,  it  appearing  that  the  company's  needs  were  ur- 
gent, that  the  protests  of  certain  stockholders  had  been  withdrawn, 
and  that  applicant  had  reduced  salaries  of  several  of  its  officials  in 
the  amount  of  $12,000,  such  application  being  granted  upon  condition 
that  the  applicant  within  ninety  days  submit  a  plan  of  providing  for 
necessary  additions  and  betterments  from  sources  other  than  the  sale 
of  bonds.     Re  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  773. 

36.  Upon  application  for  authority  to  issue  capital  stock  to  repay 
advances  made  for  the  acquisition  and  construction  of  a  railroad  from 
certain  quarries  to  a  point  of  connection  with  another  road,  and  to 
provide  funds  for  the  completion  thereof,  an  objection  having  been 
made  that  the  company  was  not  proceeding  in  good  faith,  but  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  condemning  certain  wharfage  property,  such  issue 
was  authorized,  provided  that  none  of  the  stock  should  be  issued  until 
the  company  should  have  completed  all  or  a  substantial  unit  of  its  pro- 
posed  land,  and  should  have  secured  from  the  Commission  a  supple- 
mental order  approving  the  same  and  determining  the  amount  thereof^ 
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it  appearing  that,  althougli  the  road  would  not  pay  a  return  upon  the 
investment  ior  some  time,  it  would  be  considerable  benefit  to  the  quar- 
ries interested.  Be  Castro  Point  R.  &  Terminal  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915£:, 
632. 

VI.  Pledge  as  an  issuance, 

37.  The  use  of  $98,000  pf^r  value  of  bonds  as  collateral  for  $65,492  of 
notes  contravenes  an  act  requiring  that  bonds  may  not  be  issued  at 
less  than  80  per  cent  of  par.  Re  Standard  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  632. 

VII.  Purpose. 

a.  In  generaU 

38.  The  capitalization  of  expenditures  by  an  electric  utility  for  such 
equipment  as  automobilea  is  of  doubtful  propriety.  Re  Petition  of 
Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.   (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916B,  582. 

39.  The  capitalization  of  expenditures  fcsr  Srelfare"  buildings,  when 
directed  beyond  suitable  provisions  for  the  health  and  safety  of  em- 
ployees, and  when  so  substantial  in  amount  as  to  tend  to  add  an  extra 
burden  upon  the  consumer,  or  to  take  from  the  stockholder  the  full 
measure  of  his  rights  to  a  fair  return,  is  of  doubtful  propriety.  Re 
Petition  of  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  582. 

40.  A  promotion  charge  for  which  allowance  has  been  made  in  se- 
curity issues  previously  authorized  cannot  be  converted  into  something 
else  by  a  mere  change  of  nomenclature.  Re  Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  787. 

41.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  its  first  mortgage 
4  per  cent  bonds  to  thtf  face  value  of  $741,875.88,  to  provide  for  the 
discount  or  deficiency,  if  any  in  the  amount  realized  from  the  sale 
of  an  authorized  issue  of  bonds  to  refund  lawful  obligations  incurred 
on  the  capital  account.  Re  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
800. 

42.  Authority  was  granted  to  the  California  Southern  Railroad 
Company  to  issue  $350,000  face  value  first-mortgage  6  per  cent  bonds, 
$400,000  face  value  second-mortgage  6  per  cent  bonds,  and  $285,000 
face  value  of  stock  to  net  the  company  not  less  than  sums  to  be  de- 
termined by  supplemental  order,  to  provide  funds  for  the  construction 
of  a  railroad,  such  authority  being  granted  upon  certain  conditions 
specified  in  the  order,  requiring,  among  other  things,  a  statement  of 
the  company's  plan  to  meet  interest  during  the  first  two  or  three 
years;  and  the  filing  of  all  bonuses  or  grants  in  connection  with  the 
construction  of  the  railway.  Re  California  Southern  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  311. 

43.  A  public  utility  may,  under  the  Maine  statute,  issue  securities 
to  reimburse  its  treasury  for  funds  which,  with  the  intuition  of  re- 
storing them,  it  had  deflected  temporarily  for  construction,  extension, 
or  betterment  purposes.    Re  Bangor  Power  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  496. 

44.  The  Elyria  Telephone  Company  waa  authorized  to  issue  common 
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stock  to  the  par  value  of  $61,00a,  $64,000  of  the  par  value  thereof  to  be 
distributed  pro  rata  to  the  holders  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  lieu  of  moneys  previously  expended  from  income  for  the  construc- 
tion, extension,  and  improvement  of  the  company's  plant  and  facilities, 
and  the  remaining  $7,000  to  be  used  for  the  payment  and  discharge  of 
the  applicant's  floating  indebtedness  incurred  in  the  construction,  ex- 
tension, and  improvement  of  the  plant  and  facilities,  such  $7,000  of 
stock  to  be  sold  for  the  highest  price  obtainable,  but  for  not  less  than 
the  par  value  thereof.    Re  Elyria  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  79. 

45.  Permission  was  refused  an  interurban  railway  company  to  issue 
$2,000  par  value  of  capital  stock  and  $14,700  par  value  of  bonds  to 
cover  cost  of  new  equipment  and  administration,  engineering,  legal,  and 
contingent  costs  during  construction,  where  it  appeared  that  the  items 
in  question  had  been  amply  provided  for  by  security  issues  previously 
authorized  except  the  item  of  contingent  costs,  which  the  Commission 
held  need  not  be  anticipated  but  should  be  met  as  it  may  occur.  Re 
Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  787. 

b.  "Discharge  or  refund  of  ohligationB, 

46.  The  issuance  of  capital  stock  to  be  exchanged  for  debentures 
was  authorized,  on  condition  that  such  authorization  should  not  be 
binding  upon  the  Commission  or  any  other  tribiuial  as  a  finding  of 
the  value  of  the  applicant's  property.  Re  Southern  California  Edi- 
son Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  313. 

47.  A  public  utility  company  was  authorized  to  issue  five-year  6 
per  cent  debentures,  to  the  face  value  of  $2,500,000,  and  to  issue  in 
addition  thereto  27,500  shares  of  its  capital  of  the  par  value  of 
$100  per  share,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  such  debentures,  the 
proceeds  of  such  debentures  to  be  used  to  refund  other  outstanding 
debentures  and  notes,  and  for  capital  purposes.  Re  Southern  Cali- 
fornia Edison  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  313. 

48.  Permission  was  granted  a  water  company  to  renew  notes  to  the 
amount  due,  on  condition  that  such  action  should  not  be  urged  as  a  find- 
ing of  value  before  the  Commission  or  any  other  board  or  tribunal  of 
the  state  in  a  rate-fixing  proceeding.  Re  Consolidated  Water  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  16. 

49.  An  electric  corporation  was  authorized  to  issue  7^500  shares  of 
its  common  stock  of  the  par  value  of  $100  per  share  in  return  for 
the  surrender  to  its  treasury  of  a  like  amount  of  outstanding  preferred 
stock.    Re  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  586. 

50.  Permission  was  given  a  public  utilities  company  to  issue  an  8 
per  cent  promissory  note  for  $16,000,  payable  two  years  after  date  in 
lieu  of  a  note  of  the  same  amoimt  issued  without  the  required  consent 
of  the  Ommission.  Re  Escondido  Utilities  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
1071. 

61.  A  utility  was  authorized  to  execute  a  trust  agreement  to  secure 
an  issue  of  $88,305  five-year  6  per  cent  gold  notes.  Re  Midway  Gas 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  569. 

52.  Upon  the  application  of  a  public  service  corporation  to  issue 
common  stock  in  lieu  of  the  distribution  of  a  cash  dividend,  the  com- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SECURITY  ISSUES,  VH.  b.  435 

pany  was  authorized  to  issue  19^66  shares  of  its  eonmion  capital  stock 
at  par  value  of  $100  per  share  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  appli- 
cant for  the  use  of  money  in  its  treasury  for  the  redemption  of  bonds 
in  the  sum  of  $1,926,660,  upon  condition  that  the  company  adjust  its 
books  of  account,  particularly  in  regard  to  depreciation,  in  a  manner 
satisfactory  to  the  Commission;  that  it  present  in  writing  to  the  Com- 
mission a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  authorization  given  shall  not 
be  used  as  a  basis  of  claim  of  value  in  any  rate  or  other  proceeding; 
and  that  the  stock  shall  be  issued  only  to  existing  holders  of  commpn 
stock.    Be  Pacific  Qas  ft  £.  Go.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  324. 

63.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $4,000,000 
par  value  cme-year  6  per  cent  gold  notes  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than 
98  per  cent  of  par,  to  execute  a  trust  agre&nent  securing  the  same, 
and  to  pledge  $10,000|000  par  value  of  its  bonds  as  security  therefor,  the 
proceeds  of  said  notes  to  be  used  to  refund  a  like  amount  of  a  previous 
issue  of  $7,000,000  of  notes,  where  it  appeared  that  under  the  trust 
agreement  $3,000,000  of  said  previous  issue  of  notes  were  to  be  paid 
off  at  once  out  of  funds  then  available  from  the  sale  of  preferred 
stock,  and  that  one  half  of  the  $10,000,000  of  bonds  would  subsequently 
be  canceled,  and  were  to  be  used  as  collateral  because  of  the  desire 
that  they  be  placed  in  escrow  until  canceled.  Re  Pacific  Gas  ft  £. 
Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  792. 

54.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  two  promissory 
notes  aggregating  $58,000,  bearing  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
to  mortgage  certain  real  estate  as  security  therefor,  the  notes  to  be  sub- 
stituted for  notes  of  a  like  amount  theretofore  issued  without  author- 
ity in  part  payment  for  real  estate  for  its  terminals.  Re  Oakland, 
A  ft  E.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  643. 

55.  An  irrigation  company  was  authorized  to  issue  two  6  per  cent 
promissory  notes  at  their  face  value  in  the  amounts  respectively  of 
$25,000  and  $50,000,  and  to  execute  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  latter,  in 
roiewal  of  notes  of  equal  face  value  whose  proceeds  were  used  in  the 
development  of  the  property,  the  purchase  of  land  and  certain  rights, 
and  in  the  construction  of  a  storage  reservoir  and  ditches;  and  to  re- 
new the  authorized  notes  without  the  further  order  of  the  Commission, 
provided  that  the  rate  of  interest  and  other  terms  shall  not  be  burden- 
some, and  that  the  combined  terms  of  an  authorized  note  and  renewal 
shaU  not  exceed  a  total  period  of  three  years.  Re  San  Benito  County 
Land  ft  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  974. 

50.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  its  first  mortgage 
4  per  cent  bonds  to  the  face  value  of  $2,006,124.12,  to  reimburse  its 
treasury  for  moneys  expended  for  the  acquisition  of  property  and  the 
construction,  completion,  extension  of,  and  addition  to,  its  facilities. 
Re  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  800. 

57.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  execute  a  first  mortgage 
to  secure  $100,000  par  value  of  bonds,  and  to  issue  at  that  time 
$88,000  par  value  of  said  bonds,  $75,000  of  the  proceeds  therefrom  to 
be  used  to  refund  obligations  incurred  for  construction,  extension,  or 
improvement  of  or  addition  to  its  facilities.  Re  National  Teleph.  ft 
Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  872. 
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5S.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  first  and  refunding 
6  per  cent  mortgage  bonds  to  the  par  >alue  of  $570,000  for  the  dis- 
charge or  lawful  refunding  of  obligations  incurred  for  the  acquisition 
of  property  and  the  construction,  extension,  and  improvement  of  and 
addition  to  its  facilities.    Re  Peoria  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJL1915A,  804. 

59.  The  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company  was  authorized  by  the 
Illinois  Commission  to  issue  $100,000,000  face  value  of  twenty-year  6 
per  cent,  convertible,  debenture  gold  bonds,  to  be  convertible  at  the 
<^tion  of  the  holders  into  shares  of  its  comm«i  stock  at  $105  per 
share  of  $100  par  value,  and  to  be  sold  so. as  to  net  not  less  than  96  per 
cent  of  their  face  value,  the  proceeds  to  be  applied  to  the  discharge 
or  refunding  of  obligations  incurred  for  acquisition  of  property,  or  for 
the  construction,  extension,  or  improvement  of  or  additions  to  its  facili- 
ties; and  to  issue  new  common  stock  to  such  an  amoimt  as  may  be 
required  to  effect  the  conversion  of  the  bonds.  Re  New  York  C.  R.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1024. 

60.  A  water  and  electric  company  was  authorized  to  issue  and  sell 
$6,000  of  its  first  mortgage  5  per  cent  gold  Ixmds,  to  be  sold  at  80  per 
cent  of  par  value  with  accrued  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
and  refunding  lawful  obligations  of  the  company.  Re  Franklin  Water, 
Light  &  P.  Co.   (Ind.)    P.U.R.1915E,  105. 

61.  Two  gas  companies  were  authorized  to  issue  their  respective  5 
per  cent  first-mortgage  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  refunding  respective 
issues  of  6  per  c^nt  promissory  notes,  where  it  appeared  that  the  pro- 
ceeds from  the  notes  had  gone  into  the  properties  in  a  manner  bene- 
ficial to  the  bondholders,  that  their  earnings  showed  marked  improve- 
ment, and  that  there  was  no  possibility  of  paying  the  notes  out  of 
earnings  in  the  near  future.  Re  Westbrook  G^s  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
358. 

62.  A  quasi  municipal  corporation  was  authorized  to  issue  its  4  per 
cent  fifteen-year  coupon  bonds,  to  the  total  amount  of  $100,000,  the 
proceeds  to  be  used  to  pay  an  issue  of  its  bonds  in  equal  amount,  the 
sale  to  be  to  the  highest  bidder,  provided,  however,  that  any  excess  in 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  which  should  not  be  needed  or  used  for  the 
purposes  outlined  in  the  petition,  including  such  sums  as  might  be 
realized  for  premiums,  should  be  held  by  the  petitioner  for  such  appli- 
cation to  the  cost  of  the  permanent  additions  to  its  property  as  the 
Commission  should  thereafter  approve.  Re  Kennebec  Water  Dist. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1020. 

63.  A  railroad  company,  pursuant  to  a  special  statute,  was  author- 
ised to  retire  present  stock  of  the  par  value  of  $10,000,000  by  the  is- 
suance in  place  thereof  of  $3,000,000  preferred,  cumulative  5  per  cent 
stock  callable  at  105,  and  $7,000,000  par  value  first  and  refunding  4^ 
per  cent  mortgage  bonds,  redeemable  at  102;  and  as  further  author- 
ized to  mortgage  its  property  and  franchises,  to  secure  said  bonds  and 
also  to  secure  outstanding  coupon  notes  to  the  amount  of  $6,000,000 
and  additional  bonds  not  exceeding,  together  with  the  refunding  bonds 
and  coupon  notes  at  any  time  outstanding,  $25,000,000  in  the  aggre- 
gate, said  additional  bonds,  however,  not  to  be  issued  without  further 
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action  of  the  OooiniaBion  under  §  35,  ebapter  129,  of  the  Pnblic  Laws 
of  1913.    Re  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1033. 

64.  The  issue  by  an  electrie  light  company  of  2,500  shares  of  new 
capital  stock  at  $186  per  share  was  approved,  the  proceeds  to  be  applied 
to  the  payment  and  cancelation  of  an  equal  amount  of  the  obligations 
of  the  company,  represented  by  its  promissory  notes  outstanding  on  a 
specified  date,  where  it  appeared  that  the  net  (uncapitalized)  expendi- 
tures for  additions  to  the  plant  prior  to  such  specified  date  exceeded 
the  amount  which  would  be  realised  from  the  sale  of  such  stock.  In 
Re  United  Electric  Light  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  341. 

65.  The  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Company  of  Boston  was  au- 
thorized to  issue,  at  $215  per  share,  20,480  shares  of  new  capital  stock 
of  the  par  value  of  $100  each,  the  proceeds  of.  16,279  shares  to  be  de- 
voted to  the  payment  and  cancdation  of  an  equal  amount  of  obligations 
of  the  company,  represented  by  its  promissory  notes  outstanding  on 
January  31,  1915,  and  the  proceeds  from  4,201  shares  to  be  devoted  to 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  additions  to  plant  made  subsequent  to 
January  31,  1015.  Re  Petition  of  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 
(Mass.)   P.U.R.1915B,  582. 

66.  Authority  to  refund  securities  issued  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
Public  Service  Commission  act  on  account  of  the  acquisition  or  im- 
provement of  public  service  properties  in  New  Hampshire  will  be  per- 
mitted without  investigation  of  the  details  of  the  original  expenditures. 
Re  Connecticut  River  Power  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915C,  37. 

67.  The  retirement  of  bonds  provided  for  by  the  terms  of  a  trust 
mortgage  is  a  legal  purpose  for  which  the  issue  of  pr^erred  stock  may 
be  authorized.    Re  Milford  Light  k  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915D,  285. 

68.  An  issuance  of  securities  may  be  authorized  to  retire  securities 
issued  without  the  consent  of  the  Commission  in  payment  for  un- 
developed water  power,  but  this  will  not  be  regarded  as  establishing 
the  value  of  the  water  power  for  rate-making  purposes.  Re  Conway 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E,  931. 

69.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  increase  its  capital  stock 
from  $100,000  to  $200,000  in  order  to  retire  bonds  to  the  amount  of 
$75,000  and  to  capitalize  the  sum  of  $25,000  invested  in  additions  to 
roadbed  and  equipment.  Re  Military  Post  Street  R.  Go.  (Vt.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  330. 

70.  A  street  railway  company  was  authorized  to  issue  6  per  cent 
semiannual  cumulative  dividend  preferred  stock  to  the  amount  of 
$60,000  to  take  up  outstanding  notes  to  that  amount  issued  in  payment 
for  franchise  and  properties.  Re  St.  Albans  &  S.  Traction  Co.  (Vt.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  99. 

c.  Acquisition  of  equipment  or  other  property, 

71.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  its  corporate  bonds 
for  the  reimbursement  of  its  treasury  for  certain  construction  expendi- 
tures, and  for  the  acquisition  of  a  certain  completed  railway  line  out- 
side of  the  state,  and  for  the  refunding  of  certain  equipment  trust  notes, 
provided  said  bonds  be  sold  for  money  only,  at  not  less  than  75  per 
cent  of  the  par  value  thereof,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale 'be 


Digitized  by 


Google 


438  SECURITY  ISSUES,  VII.  c. 

used  first  for  said  construoticm  and  acquisition  costs,  and  the  surplus 
applied  to  the  refunding  of  said  notes.  He  Minneapcdis,  St.  P.  &  S. 
Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  166. 

72.  A  gas  utility  in  acquiring  the  contract  right  of  another  utility 
to  extract  natural  gas  from  the  fields  was  authorized  to  issue  3,600 
shares  of  preferred  stock  of  the  par  value  of  $100  per  share,  or  $360,000 
par  value  of  preferred  stock,  at  80,  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  the 
equipment  and  material  used  by  a  third  company  in  developing  gas  for 
the  vendor  and  to  obtain  the  third  company's  release  of  claims  of  com- 
pensation for  the  work.    Re  Midway  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  569. 

73.  A  gas  utility  was  authorized  to  issue  $660,000  first  and  re^ 
fimding  6  per  cent  bonds  at  90  to  another  utility  for  the  principal 
purpose  of  acquiring  its  properties  in  certain  oil  fields,  and  $23,000 
of  similar  bonds  as  consideration  for  certain  contracts  for  natural 
gas.    Re  Midway  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  669. 

74.  A  utility  purchasing  the  property  of  another  utility  will  not 
be  authorized  to  issue  stock  to  the  vendor  to  cover  interest  upon  its 
actual  outlay  of  money,  where  the  vendor  has  had  a  return  upon  its 
investment.    Re  Midway  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  669. 

75.  A  newly  formed  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  stock 
of  a  par  value  of  $170,200  to  purchase  the  franchises  and  properties  of 
three  existing  telephone  companies.  Re  Moos^ead  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  C^. 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  260. 

76.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  5  per  cent  car  trust 
certificates,  to  the  amount  of  $85,000  to  provide  for  the  purchase  of  five 
new  locomotives.    Re  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  119. 

77.  A  ferry  company  was  authorized  to  issue  760  shares  of  stock  at 
not  less,  than  its  par  value  of  $100  per  share  for  the  purpose  of  defray- 
ing the  cost  of  constructing  a  new  ferryboat  and  to  provide  for  the  in- 
creased facilities  from  its  operation,  provided  that  the  utility  first  file 
a  detailed  statement  of  costs.  Re  Richmond  &  S.  R.  Ferry  &  Transp. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  971. 

78.  The  petition  of  a  street  railway  company  for  permission  to  issue 
preferred  stock  for  additions  to  real  property  and  equipment  was  de- 
nied, where  it  appeared  $7,000  of  a  previously  authorized  bond  issue 
for  permanent  improvements  were  still  available  for  that  purpose.  Re 
St.  Albans  &  S.  Traction  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1915B,  99. 

79.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  the  balance  of  its 
entire  issue  of  $12,000  par  value  of  conunon  stock  which  was  not  included 
in  a  previous  unauthorized  sale,  and  to  expend  the  proceeds  derived  from 
such  issue  and  the  proceeds  derive^  from  the  unauthorized  issue  not 
already  expended,  in  the  purchase  of  material  and  equipment  and  in 
paying  for  labor  for  the  construction  of  its  plant.  Re  Farmers'  & 
M.  Coop.  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P,U.R.1915B,  55. 

80.  A  previous  order  of  the  Commission,  authorizing  the  issuance 
of  $135,000  face-value  equipment  trust  certificates  to  provide  for  the 
purchase  of  thirty-two  new  cars,  certifying  that  the  proceeds  thereof 
were  reasonably  chargeable  to  the  capital,  except  as  to  the  sum  of 
$26,680  deemed  to  represent  the  net  replacement  charge  of  twenty  old 
ct£K&  was  amended  so  as  to  permit  the  issuance  of  such  securities,  on 
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condition  that  if  such  cars  were  not  put  in  first-class  serviceable 
operating  condition,  by  a  specified  date,  there  should  be  deducted  from 
the  capital  charge  authorized  by  reason  of  the  acquisition  of  the  new 
cars  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  at  which  the  old  cars  were  carried 
on  the  books  of  the  company,  less  the  scrap  value  or  the  sale  price. 
Re  SUten  Island  Midland  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  777. 

81.  Property  and  frandiises  used  in  a  storage  warehouse  and  gen- 
eral merchandise  business  were  authorized  to  be  sold  to  a  corporation, 
which  was  authorized  to  issue  stock  of  a  par  value  of  $30,000  in  pay- 
ment therefor,  the  sale  being  consistent  with  the  public  interests,  and 
the  sum  of  the  capital  to  be  obtained  by  the  issue  of  stock  being  required 
in  good  faith  for  purposes  enumerated  in  the  Public  Utilities  act  (Pub- 
lic Law  1913,  chap.  129,  §  36.)     Re  Tyler  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916E,  691. 

82.  The  Commission  authorized  the  sale  of  the  property  of  one  water 
company  to  another,  it  appearing  that  public  interests  would  not  be  in- 
jured thereby,  and  granted  authority  to  the  purchasing  company  to 
mortgage  the  property  and  to  issue  securities  in  payment  therefor  to  its 
approximate  value.  Re  South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  38. 

83.  A  city  was  authorized  to  issue  $76,000  4  per  cent  bonds  to  be 
sold  at  not  less  than  par  and  the  proceeds  used  to  pay  existing  indebt- 
edness incurred  in  making  improvements  and  additions  to  the  property 
and  equipment  of  the  city  waterworks  plant,  and  for  additional  con- 
tnnplated  improvements  and  additions  thereto.  Re  Michigan  City 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1916F,  886. 

84.  The  Chicago  Union  Station  was  authorized  by  the  Illinois 
Commission  to  issue  $60,000,000  face  value  of  first  mortgage  gold 
bonds,  guaranteed  by  the  railroads  owning  its  capital  stock,  maturing 
July  I,  1963,  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  not  to  exceed  4^  per 
cent  per  annum,  to  be  sold  so  as  to  net  not  less  than  91  per  cent 
of  their  face  value  in  addition  to  accrued  interest,  the  proceeds  to  be 
used  for  the  acquisition  of  property  and  its  improvement  by  the 
oonstructicm  of  a  union  passenger  station,  and  to  reimburse  the  pro* 
prietary  companies  and  the  station  companf  for  advancements  and 
expenditures;  and  also  to  execute  and  deliver  to  a  trustee  a  first  mort* 
gage  to  secure  an  issue  of  $60,000,000  of  said  bonds.  Re  Chicago  Union 
Station  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  788. 

85.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  its  6  per  cent 
preferred  capital  stock,  it  appearing  that  the  same  was  reasonably  re- 
quired for  the  reimbursement  of  its  treasury  for  money  actually  expend- 
ed from  income  for  the  acquisition  of  property,  and  the  construction, 
completion,  extension,  and  Improvement  of  its  system  and  facilities. 
Re  United  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  567. 

d.  Betterments  and  extensions. 

86.  A  pbwer  company  was  authorized  to  issue  at  92  per  cent  of 
their  par  value,  $250,000  of  3i  year  8  per  cent  collateral  gold  notes,  and 
to  issue  and  pledge  general  and  refunding  mortgage  6  per  cent,  thirty- 
year  gold  bonds  in  the  sum  of  $400,000  for  the  sole  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  the  notes,  such  bonds  to  bear  no  interest,  the  proceeds 
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of  the  notes  to  be  devoted  to  the  construction  of  a  second  power  plant 
costing  approximately  $340,000,  the  balance  of  such  cost  to  be  provided 
for  out  of  funds  not  derived  from  the  sale  of  securities.  Re  Arizona 
Power  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  930. 

87.  The  California  Commission  will  permit  a  utility  to  perform  its 
contract  to  issue  stock  as  compensation  for  work  in  rehabilitating  and 
extending  its  system,  although  the  contract  is  not  binding  on  the  Com- 
mission because  it  was  executed  before  the  Public  Utilities  act  became 
operative,  where  its  terms  are  consistent  with  the  public  interest.  Re 
Cosumnes  Irrig.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  966. 

88.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  a  sufficient  number 
of  shares  of  stock  at  a  par  value  of  $1  per  share  which,  when  sold  at 
not  less  than  90  cents  per  share,  will  net  $4,780,  the  proceeds  to  be 
used  for  improvements  and  extensions  to  the  system,  and  for  the  re- 
funding of  obligations.    Re  Reedley  Teleph.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  985. 

89.  A  gas  company  was  authorized  to  pledge  $66,000  par  value  of 
an  issue  of  $240,500,  three-year  6  per  cent  gold  notes  previously  au- 
thorized, to  secure  three  promissory  notes  aggregating  $42,812.15,  which 
latter  notes  had  been  used  to  pay  for  the  construction  of  pipe  lines. 
Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  741. 

90.  A  public  service  company  was  authorized  by  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Commission  to  issue  and  sell  $13,500  face  value  of  general  im- 
provement 6  per  cent  debenture  bonds  to  enable  it  to  make  certain  ex- 
tensions and  improvements,  the  Commission  expressly  providing  that 
such  authority  was  not  to  be  construed  as  a  certification  of  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  security  for  such  bonds,  or  for  any  bonds  issued  by  the 
company.    Re  Washington  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.3915B,  1072. 

91.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $88,000  par  value 
of  bonds,  $12,500  of  the  proceeds  therefrom  to  be  used  for  construc- 
tion, extension,  or  improvement  of  or  addition  to  its  facilities.  Re  Na- 
tional Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915A,  872: 

92.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  retire  its  common  capi- 
tal stock  in  the  amount  of  $20,000,  and  to  issue  in  exdiange  therefor 
its  common  capital  stocK  to  the  amount  of  $25,000  where  it  appeared 
that  the  company  had  theretofore  actually  expended  the  sum  of  $5,000 
from  its  income,  not  directly  or  indirectly  secured  or  obtained  from  the 
issue  and  sale  of  securities,  for  the  construction,  completion,  extension, 
and  improvement  of  or  addition  to  the  facilities  of  the  company,  and 
where  it  appeared  further  that  none  of  said  expenditures  were,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  reasonably  chargeable  to  operating  expenses  or  income. 
Re  Amended  Application  of  Maroa  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
205. 

93.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  sell  its  ten-year  6  per 
cent  bonds  in  the  sum  of  $20,000  in  denominations  of  $500  each,  pay- 
able semiannually,  the  proceeds  to  be  devoted  to  the  equipment  of  its 
plant  with  necessary  facilities  to  provide  adequate  and  satisfactory 
service.    Tipton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Tipton  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  351. 

94.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $11,500  par  value  of 
common  stock  to  its  stockholders  in  proportion  to  the  face  value  of  their 
present  holdings,  as  a  stock  dividend  to  compensate  them  in  full  for 
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tfa^  uae  by  the  company  of  its  net  surplus,  amounting  to  $24,556.76,  in 
extensions  and  betterments  of  plant,  instead  of  applying  the  same  to 
the  payment  of  cash  dividends.  Ke  Linton  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  540. 

95.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $37,000  par  value 
of  common  stock  out  of  a  total  authorized  issue  of  $48,500,  the  pro- 
ceeds therefrom  to  be  used  in  paying  off  floating  indebtedness  incurred 
by  the  company  on  account  of  extensions  and  betterments  to  the  plant, 
and  to  reimburse  the  treasury  for  money  expended  out  of  operating 
revenue  within  the  last  five  years  in  making  betterments  and  extensions 
to  the  property  which  were  properlv  chargeable  to  capital  account.  Re 
Linton  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  F.U.R.1915A,  640. 

96.  The  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Company  was  authorized 
to  issue  and  sell  at  not  less  than  92  its  first  refunding  mortgage  5  per 
cent  bonds,  due  September  1,  1942,  of  the  face  value  of  $198,000,  for  the 
purpose  of  reimbursing  its  treasury  for  moneys  expended  for  additions, 
extensions,  and  improvements,  and  temporarily  deflected  from  funds 
reserved  and  required  for  other  purposes.  Re  Cumberland  County 
Power  Jb  Light  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  777. 

97.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  deposit  $1,400,000  of  its 
first  consolidated  bonds  of  1915  held  in  its  treasury,  as  additional  se- 
curity for  the  issue  of  $1,000,000  first  lien  and  consolidated  gold  bonds 
authorized  to  be  issued,  where  the  company  was  entitled  to  take  down 
$400,000  of  such  bonds  to  reimburse  its  treasury  for  additions  and 
betterments  made,  and  is  using  the  proceeds  of  the  $1,000,000  issue  to 
retire  $900,000  underlying  mortgage  bonds.  Re  Portland  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  894. 

98.  An  issue  of  preferred  stock  to  pay  for  moneys  expended  for  per- 
manent improvements  and  additions  to  the  property  of  a  public  service 
corporation  was  held  properly  authorized.  Re  Milford  Light  A  P.  Co. 
(N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915D,  285. 

99.  The  cost  of  meters  and  transformers  and  of  the  construction  of 
a  transmission  line  is  an  expense  which  may  be  defrayed  by  an  issue 
of  stock  of  an  electric  company.  Re  Milford  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  285. 

100.  The  Manchester  Traction  Light  &  Power  Company  was  author- 
ized by  the  New  Hampshire  Commission  to  issue  $1,000,000,  three-year 
notes,  the  proceeds  to  be  used  in  paying  floating  indebtedness  incurred 
in  making  permanent  additions  and  improvements  to  its  p1a9t,  and  in 
making  further  additions  and  improvements,  such  notes  to  bear  5  per 
cent  interest  and  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than  95  per  cent  of  their  par 
value.  Re  Manchester  Traction  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
356. 

101.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $100,000  of  addi- 
tional capital  stock  for  cash  to  be  expended  for  necessary  improvements 
costing  $188,000,  the  balance  of  the  amount  to  be  advanced  by  the  stock- 
holders.   Re  Raritan  River  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72. 

102.  An  electric  company  was  authorized  to  issue  first  and  refimding 
mortgage  5  per  cent  sinking  fund  gold  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $115,000, 
and  to  sell  the  same  at  not  less  than  85  per  cent  of  the  par  value  there- 
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of|  plus  accrued  interest,  in  order  to  reimburse  its  income  account  for 
money  actually  expended  therefrom  for  ^tensions,  improvements,  and 
betterments.    Re  Canton  Electric  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  349. 

103.  A  telephone  company,  upon  petitioning  for  authority  to  issue 
$9,250  of  its  common  capital  stock,  and  to  distribute  the  same  among 
its  stockholders  in  lieu  of  money  which  had  been  expended  from  income 
account  upon  additions  and  improvements,  was  authorised  to  issue  and 
sell  $1,600  of  its  common  capital  stock  at  not  less  than  par  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reimbursing  its  income  account  for  such  expenditures  of  this  na- 
ture as  had  been  made  within  five  years  next  preceding  the  filing  of  the 
petition,  and  was  further  authorized  to  distribute  the  fund  so  arising 
as  a  dividend  on  its  outstanding  stock.  Re  Swanton  Home  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  483. 

104.  Upon  the  application  of  a  telephone  and  telegraph  company 
which  had  accumulated  a  surplus  but  which  had  made  no  provision  for 
depreciation,  for  authority  to  issue  capital  stock  to  provide  for  the 
renewal  of  existing  imits  of  the  plant  and  equipment  deteriorated  be- 
yond the  point  of  usefulness,  as  well  as  to  provide  for  extensions  and 
betterments,  the  utility  was  required  to  submit  to  the  Board  detailed 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  the  proposed  renewals,  extensions,  and  better- 
ments so  that  the  Board  could  determine  the  amount  properly  charge- 
able to  the  depreciation  fund  to  be  created  by  a  transfer  of  a  portion 
of  the  surplus,  and  also  to  submit  a  plan  for  the  apportionment  of  such 
depreciation  fund  among  the  various  items  of  its  plant  and  equip- 
ment.   Re  IloUo  Teleph.  &  Teleg,  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1916F,  377. 

e.  Overhead  expenses, 

105.  A  waterworks  company  was  authorized  to  issue  capital  stock 
and  bonds  to  a  specified  amount  for  the  payment  of  organization,  legal 
and  engineering  expenses,  and  for  the  construction  and  equipment  of  a 
waterworks  system.  Re  Chardon  Waterworks  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A, 
554. 

106.  The  Arizona  Commission  refused  to  authorize  a  gas  company  to 
issue  $30,000  par  value  of  its  stock,  to  be  distributed  to  bond  buyers 
as  a  bonus,  and  $70,000,  to  be  distributed  to  the  promoters  of  the  cor- 
poration.   Re  Winslow  Gas  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1043. 

107.  Stock  to  the  par  value  of  $75,000  was  authorized  to  be  issued 
for  promo^rs'  services  in  projecting  a  railroad  which  could  be  financed 
at  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $750,000,  it  appearing  that  the  enterprise, 
owing  to  the  nature  of  the  undeveloped  territory  to  be  served,  was 
attended  with  peculiar  risks,  and  that  the  community  would  be  greatly 
benefited.    Re  California  Southern  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  311. 

108.  Portions  of  the  salaries  of  the  regular  employees  of  a  gas  com- 
pany whose  principal  duty  is  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
plant  and  ^stem  should  not  be  charged  definitely  to  construction,  and 
thereby  included  as  capital  charges  for  a  proposed  bond  issue,  when  the 
company  was,  at  the  time  of  such  construction,  operating  as  a  going 
concern,  unless  the  respective  salaries  are  carefully  divided  between 
construction  and  operation,  and  carried  on  the  books  in  this  way. 
Re  Standard  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  632. 
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109.  Stock  should  not  be  issued  to  cover  the  amount  expended  for  the 
retirement  of  an  old  vater  gas  set  and  other  items  connected  with  it. 
Re  Standard  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  632. 

110.  The  restoration  of  a  dilapidated  dam  is  a  normal  item  of  main- 
tenance, and  money  expended  therefor  cannot  properly  be  capitalized. 
Re  Milford  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915D,  285. 

111.  Securities  should  not  be  issued  to  provide  funds  to  rebuild  a  ware- 
house destroyed  by  an  earthquake,  since  this  is  not  a  capital  purpose 
for  which  stock  may  ordinarily  be  issued  imder  the  terms  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Public  Utilities  act.  Re  Imperial  Grain  Warehouse  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  636. 

112.  Expenditures  for  alterations  or  reconstruction  of  the  existing 
property  of  a  public  service  corporation,  adding  little  or  nothing  to  its 
^alue,  or  relating  to  work  upon  a  consumer's  premises  rendered  neces- 
sary by  changes  in  the  conditions  of  service,  should  not  be  capitalized. 
Re  Petition  of  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
582. 

g.  Operating  eocpenses* 

113.  The  issuance  of  new  stock  by  a  telephone  company  to  pay  operat- 
ing expenses  as  part  of  its  scheme  to  furnish  telephones  to  stockhold- 
ers without  compensation  to  the  compiany  is  unlawfuL  Cilley  v.  Ken- 
nebec Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  839. 

114.  Authority  was  refused  a  gas  company  to  pledge  part  of  an  issue 
of  gold  notes  previously  authorized  to  secure  certain  promissory  notes, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  latter  notes  had  been  given  in  payment  for 
operating  expenses.  Re  Southern  Counties  Gas  Co.  <Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
741. 

VIII.  Amount. 

a.  In  general. 

115.  In  determining  the  amount  of  securities  to  be  issued  by  a  gas 
utility  in  purchasing  the  property  and  the  contract  right  of  another 
utility  to  extract  natural  gas  from  the  fields,  the  California  Commis- 
sion took  no  account  of  the  depreciation  of  the  property,  noit  any 
separate  account  of  those  portions  of  the  property  which  are  used  and 
useful  in  public  utility  business  as  distinguished  from  those  which 
are  not  used  and  useful,  and  made  no  effort  to  eliminate  undue  or  un- 
reasonable cost  or  expense  in  connection  with  the  property,  where  the 
amount  of  the  securities  did  not  appear  inconsistent  with  the  public 
interest,  and  there  were  many  el^nents  of  hazard  and  chance  affecting 
the  ability  to  earn  a  return.  Re  Midway  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
569. 

116.  The  fact  that  the  holder  of  a  public  service  corporation's  promis- 
sory note  issued  without  the  required  consent  of  the  Commission,  but 
for  a  proper  indebtedness,  has  offered  to  discount  it,  does  not  justify 
the  Commission  in  fixing  the  amount  of  a  new  note  authorized  to  be 
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issued  in  lieu  thereeof,  at  the  sum  at  which  the  old  note  was  offered 
for  discount,  instead  of  at  the  face  value  of  the  original  note.  He 
Escondido  Utilities  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1071. 

117.  An  electric  company  was  allowed  to  issue  $2,500,000  par  value  of 
stock  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  consolidation  with  another  electric 
company,  said  stock  to  be  exchanged,  share  for  share,  for  the  entire 
capital  stock  of  the  company  so  absorbed.  Re  Turner  Falls  Power  k 
Electric  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915B,  61. 

118.  The  issues  of  bonds  of  two  gas  companies  authorized  for  the 
purpose  of  refunding  promissory  notes  were  limited  by  the  Commission 
to  90  per  cent  of  actual  cost  of  the  additions  and  betterments  repre- 
sented by  such  notes,  it  appearing  that  the  trust  deeds  securing  said 
bonds  placed  such  limitation  upon  the  amounts  of  bonds  to  be  issued 
thereunder.    Re  Westbrook  Gas  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  358. 

119.  An  issue  of  bonds  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  refunding  out- 
standing 6  per  cent  promissory  notes  representing  expenditures  for 
additions  and  betterments  should  not  be  sold  on  a  basis  to  yield  a 
higher  rate  of  income  to  their  holders  than  the  notes  which  they  are 
to  refund.    Re  Westbrook  Gas  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B,  368. 

120.  A  new  telephone  company  expecting  to  start  operation  with  a  list 
of  195  subscribers  was  authorized  to  issue  and  sell  $21,500  of  stock  on 
the  condition  that  no  stock  should  be  issued  and  sold  till  there  shall 
have  been  $10,000  of  said  stock  subscribed  for.  Re  People's  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)   P.UJ1.1915D,  160. 

b.  Value  of  property  as  boMs  of  amount. 

121.  If  it  be  conceded  that  capitalization  has  a  legitimate  bearing 
upon  rates,  it  mu^t  follow  that  it  is  only  just  and  reasonable  that 
capitalization  should  be  a  fair  index  of  the  value  of  the  property 
of  the  utility.  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State 
P.U.R.1915C,  1064   (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  539,  94  Atl.  193). 

122.  Ihe  Commission  cannot  authorize  the  issuance  of  securities  be- 
yond the  value  of  a  public  service  company's  property,  although  it  ap- 
pears that  the  company  has  actually  expended  in  the  plant  a  larger 
sum  than  it  asks  to  capitalize.  Re  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 
(Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  812. 

.  123.  The  California  Commission  will  give  its  consent  to  such  a  re- 
organization of  a  public  utility  as  will  leave  it  in  an  improved  finan- 
cial condition,  although  the  plan  involves  the  issue  of  securities  be- 
yond the  value  of  its  property,  provided  always  that  the  utility,  as 
reorganized,  shall,  at  least,  be  solvent.  Re  United  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  807. 

124.  Securities  may  be  issued  to  cover  the  actual  cost  of  pole-line 
construction  and  meters,  although  a  valuation  shows  a  present  cost  of 
reproduction  new  somewhat  less  than  the  actual  oost.  Re  Conway  Elec- 
tric Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E,  931. 

126.  No  more  than  the  cost  of  property  purchased  by  a  utility  can 
be  considered  as  an  asset,  although  it  was  purchased  before  the  Public 
Utilities  act  became  operative,  where  it  is  capitalized  as  an  asset  of  a 
new  enterprise.  Re  North  Yarmouth  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
109. 
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126.  A  water  utility  was  authoriEed  to  issue  $1,280  shares  of  capital 
stock  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  property  and  to  provide  a  working 
capital  where  the  value  of  the  pxoperties  to  be  purchased  was  found 
to  be  $101,372.    Re  San  Lorenzo  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  10»1. 

127.  A  railroad  company  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing 
a  railroad  from  an  individual  was  authorized  to  issue  in  payment  there- 
for $300,000  par  value  of  its  stock  and  $200,000  par  value  of  6^  per 
cent  promissory  notes  secured  by  mortgage  covering  all  of  the  property, 
where  from  findings  in  a  previous  proceeding  involving  the  same  prop- 
erty  it  appeared  that  the  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  of  the  prop- 
erty was  $430,052.55,  and  that  the  net  earnings  of  the  railroad  were 
sufficient  to  provide  for  the  notes  without  impairing  its  capital  or 
efficiency,  and  without  necessitating  increased  rates.  Re  Henshaw, 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  749. 

128.  A  corporation  was  ordered  to  issue  promissory  notes  to  the 
amount  of  $29,000,  on  condition  that  it  levy  an  assessment  on  its 
stock  to  the  sum  of  $5,000,  the  proceeds  therefrom  to  be  applied  to  the 
indebtedness  represented  by  such  note  issue,  it  appearing  that  the  earn- 
ings of  the  company  were  not  adequate  to  meet  higher  interest  charges 
and  that  increase  in  the  earnings  was  more  or  less  uncertain.  Re 
Escondido  Utilities  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  744. 

129.  A  telephone  company,  upon  application  for  authority  to  issue 
$75,000  of  a  series  of  20-year  6  per  cent  gold  bonds,  secured  by  first 
mortgage  on  all  its  property  and  plant,  was  authorized  to  issue  such 
bonds  in  the  amount  of  $50,000,  on  condition  that  the  same  should  be 
sold  for  cash  plus  accrued  interest,  it  appearing  to  the  Commission  with- 
out a  valuation  of  the  plant  that  the  value  thereof  exceeded  the  amount 
of  the  company's  bonds  outstanding,  plus  those  for  wnich  authority 
was  asked,  and  that  the  purposes  of  the  issue  were  for  the  payment 
of  debts  created  wholly  on  account  of  new  construction  and  equipment. 
Re  Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  336. 

130.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  its  stock  and  bonds  in 
the  total  amount  of  $36,000  where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  total 
cost  of  construction  of  its  properties  was  in  excess  of  the  amount  of 
such  issue.    Re  Loogootee  Water  Co.  (Ind.)«P.U.R.1915A,  534. 

131.  Sums  representing  discounts  and  commissions  on  previous  capital 
issues  will  not  be  considered  in  determining  the  proper  amount  of  bonds 
to  be  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  refunding  obligations  incurred  for 
additions  and  betterments  to  plant,  where  the  trust  deed  securing  the 
bonds  provides  that  the  amount  of  bonds  so  to  be  issued  thereunder 
shall  not  exceed  90  per  cent  of  the  dbst  of  additions  and  betterments. 
Re  Westbrook  Gas  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  368. 

132.  A  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  execute  a  trust  mort- 
gage upon  its  existing  and  after-acquired  properties,  rights,  privileges, 
and  franchises  to  secure  $7,500,000  first  lien  and  consolidated  twenty 
year  6  per  cent  gold  bonds,  and  to  issue  and  sell  $1,000,000  thereof  at 
not  less  than  00  per  cent  of  the  par  value  and  accrued  interest,  and  to 
apply  the  proceeds  to  the  discharge  of  its  $500,000  first-morl^age  5  per 
cent  bonds  due  November  1,  1915,  and  $400,000  first-mortgage  bonds  of 
the  Portland  &  Cape  Elizabeth  Railroad  Company  to  be  taken  over  by 
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it  in  fee,  where  the  present  assets  of  the  eompany,  althongfa  less  than 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  were  substantially  in  excess  of  the  amount 
of  bonds  authorized  to  be  issued.  Re  Portland  R.  Go.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  894. 

133.  A  gas  utility  was  authorized  to  issue  and  sell  stodc  to  the  amount 
of  $70,000  at  par,  the  proceeds  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  and  can- 
celation of  an  equal  amount  of  its  promissory  notes  that  were  used  to 
pay  for  extensions,  additions,  and  improvements  to  its  plant  and  prop- 
erty, on  condition  that  no  dividend  should  be  paid  in  any  year  in  excess 
of  5  per  cent  upon  its  capital  stock  until  the  lair  structural  value  of 
its  plant  and  land  should  be  made  equal  to  the  amount  of  its  outstand- 
ing stock  and  debt,  by  expenditures  from  income  either  to  reduce  the  in- 
debtedness or  to  make  additions  to  the  plant.  Petition  of  Marlborough- 
Hudson  Gas  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  121. 

134.  A  gas  company  having  a  capital  stock  of  $160,000,  with  a  repro- 
ductive value,  exclusive  of  going-concern  value,  of  approximately  $274,- 
982,  was  authorized  to  issue  its  6  per  cent  corporate  bonds  to  the  par 
value  of  $400,000,  secured  by  first  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  $140,000 
of  which  were  ordered  to  be  issued  immediately  and  sold  at  not  less 
thati  90  per  cent  of  the  par  value,  the  remainder  to  be  held  in  the 
treasury  unpledged  or  unencumbered,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  Com- 
mission, the  proceeds  of  the  $140,000  issue  to  be  used  to  discharge  a 
bonded  indebtedness  of  $30,000  on  its  property,  and  for  other  lawful 
purposes  of  the  corporation.  Re  Nilea  Gaslight  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  643. 

136.  A  light,  heat,  and  power  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $8,200 
of  stock  where  an  appraisal  by 'the  Commission's  engineers  showed  that 
the  original  cost  and  present  value  of  its  properties  were  in  excess  of 
the  sum  of  $8,000,  and  where  it  further  appeared  that  the  present 
owners  had  actually  paid  $8,000  for  the  properties,  and  had  expended 
$200  more  for  meters.  Re  Arlington  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Neb.) 
P.UJR.1916A,  647. 

136.  A  railway  and  lighting  company  asking  permission  to  issue 
securities  to  the  amount  of  $176,000  for  improvements  to  its  property 
was  authorized  to  issue  6  per  cent  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $97,500, 
6  per  cent  pref^red  stock  to  the  amount  of  $22,000,  and  common 
stock  to  the  amount  of  $10,600,  the  Commission  having  found  the 
value  of  the  company's  property,  including  an  allowance  for  working 
capital  and  the  cost  of  financing,  to  be  $130,000.  Re  Omaha  &  L. 
R.  &  Light  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916B,  416. 

136a.  The  Commission  refused  to  approve  an  issue  of  capital  stock  by 
one  utility  to  the  amount  of  $20,000  in  payment  for  the  stock  of  another 
company  of  the  par  value  of  $12,680,  it  appearing  that  the  property  of 
the  latter  company  would  cost  only  from  $28,000  to  $30,000  to  rebuild, 
thai  it  had  outstanding  stock  to  the  amount  of  $26,000,  and  bonds  to 
the  amount  of  $26>000,  the  statute  requiring  that  all  stock  shall  be 
issued  at  par  for  cash  or  property.  Re  Ocean  County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  76. 

137.  The  Commission  refused  to  allow  an  increase  of  the  capital  stock 
of  a  horse  oar  company  to  provide  for  the  entire  cost  of  electrification 
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and  reeonatmction,  where  it  appeared  that  a  porticm  of  the  expenditure 
had  been  for  replacements,  but  so  limited  the  increase  as  to  make  the 
entire  capitalization  correspond  substantially  to  the  appraised  value 
of  the  reconstructed  property,  including  a  10  per  cent  allowance  of 
structural  cost  for  omissions,  contingencies,  and  contractor's  profit. 
Re  PhiUipsburg  Horse  Car  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  820. 

138.  The  application  of  a  gas  c(Hnpany  for  authority  to  issue  securi- 
ties was  refused,  where  the  valuation  of  the  company's  property  as 
determined  by  the  Commission  was  less  than  the  par  value  of  the 
securities  already  issued,  and  where  it  also  appeared  that  the  prior 
issues  of  securities,  although  for  construction  work  pursuant  to  con- 
tracts entered  into  before  the  existence  of  the  Commission,  nevertheless 
contravened  a  statute  then  existing.  Be  Ocean  County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.UJa.l916B,  001, 

c  AhiUt^  to  pay  dividends^ 

139.  An  electric  company  was  authorized  to  issue  4,180  shares  of  7 
per  cent  cumulative  preferred  capital  stock,  of  the  par  value  of  $100  per 
share,  it  appearing  that  the  company  could,  without  trouble,  pay  the 
dividends  thereon,  the  proceeds  of  such  stock  to  be  devoted  to  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  outstanding  notes  and  accounts,  with  the  exception 
of  the  sum  of  $100,000  which  was  ordered  to  be  held  in  the  treasury 
subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  Commission.  Re  Mt.  Whitney  Power 
&  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  68«. 

d.  On  consolidation  and  reorganization, 

140.  The  capitalization  of  a  new  company  formed  to  purchase  the 
properties  of  two  existing  companies,  at  the  fall  value  of  such  prop- 
erties, although  in  exoess  of  the  capitalization  of  the  existing  com- 
panies, is  not  in  violation  of  the  statute  forbidding  stock  dividends, 
even  if  the  securities  issued  are  to  be  taken  in  payment  by  the  old 
corporation  or  their  stockholders.  Grafton  County  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  1064  (S.  C.  77  N.  H.  639,  94  Atl.  193). 

141.  An  application  for  the  issuance  of  securities  upon  a  proposed  con- 
solidation of  several  gas  and  electric  companies  was  denied  where  it 
appeared  that  the  proposed  capitalization  was  largely  in  excess  of  the 
value  of  the  properties  covered  thereby,  that  the  proposed  capital  stock 
of  the  consolidated  companies  was  largely  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  various  corporations  to  be  merged,  that  no  provision 
had  been  made  for  the  payment  of  such  excess  in  cash,  that  it  was  pro- 
posed to  increase  largely  the  debt  of  the  Company,  and  that  the  service 
furnished  the  public  would  not  be  improved  thereby.  Re  Ohio  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJR.1915E,  82. 

142.  An  issue  of  bonds  in  furtherance  of  a  plan  for  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  several  light  and  power  companies  was  approved,  although  the 
amount  asked  for  was  approximately  33|  per  cent  greater  than  appli- 
cant's own  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  property,  and  although  the 
reorganized  companies,  standing  by  themselves,  would  not  be  solvent 
corporations,  where  it  appeared  that  the  present  companies  w^e  in 
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a  general  condition  of  bankruptcy,  had  defaulted  in  the  interest 
on  their  bonds,  were  accumulating  a  growing  deficit,  and  had  out- 
standing obligations  far  in  excess  of  their  tangible  property;  and 
where  the  reorganization  contemplated  a  guaranty  of  the  principal 
and  interest  of  the  consolidated  company's  bonds  by  a  solvent  com- 
pany having  the  financial  ability  to  assume  the  burden;  it  being  ex- 
pressly provided,  among  other  things,  however,  that  such  authoriza- 
tion should  not  be  considered  as  establishing  a  value  of  the  consolidated 
properties,  and  that  the  guaranty  should  not  be  used  to  impose  bur- 
dens upon  the  consumers  of  the  utilities  concerned  beyond  those  based 
upon  the  fair  value  of  the  properties  involved.  In  re  United  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  807. 

143.  A  public  service  company  organized  for  the  purpose  of  talcing 
over  the  property  of  another  company  upon  foreclosure  was  authorized 
to  issue  common  stock  to  the  amount  of  $75,000  in  payment  therefor,  it 
appearing  that  the  plant  and  franchise  were  of  the  value  of  more  than 
$60,000,  and  that  the  purchasing  company  would  own  such  plant  and 
franchise  free  from  all  encumbrance,  and  that  the  capitalization  would 
be  represented  by  the  stock  authorized.  Re  Mooresville  Public  Service 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B,  157. 

144.  An  application  for  approval  of  a  plan  of  consolidation  providing 
for  the  transfer  of  the  properties  of  two  street  railway  companies  to  a 
third  company  and  the  issuance  by  the  latter  company  of  stock  and 
bonds  in  exchange  for  stock  and  bonds  of  the  vendor  companies  was 
denied  with  leave  to  submit  a  modified  plan  where,  after  consideration 
of  estimates  of  reproduction  cost  and  present  value  of  the  properties, 
submitted  by  the  applicants,  the  city  concerned,  and  the  Commission's 
engineers,  the  Commission  was  not  convinced  that  a  final  showing  of 
value  could  be  made  equal  to  the  face  value  of  the  bonds  for  the  issue 
of  which  authority  was  requested.  Re  Lob  Angeles  R.  Corp.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  297. 

e.  Proportion  of  stock  to  bonds, 

145.  The  Maine  Commission  will  not  authorize  a  new  utility  to  issue 
bonds  unless  there  is  a  substantial  capital  stock  margin  representing 
value.    Re  North  Yarmouth  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  109. 

146.  The  Maine  Commission  authorized  a  new  water  utility  to  issue 
5  per  cent  mortgage  bonds  to  an  amount  which  when  sold  on  not  less 
than  a  6  per  cent  basis  would  net  two  thirds  of  the  cost  of  constructing 
and  equipping  its  plant,  provided  that  stock  costing  the  holders  nothing 
and  representing  but  small  tangible  assets  should  be  reduced  in  amount 
to  not  less  than  one  third  of  the  cost  of  the  plant,  and  provided  that 
sufficient  cash  should  be  paid  in  for  the  stock  to  equal,  when  added  to 
the  value  of  such  assets,  one  third  of  the  cost  of  the  plant.  Re  North 
Yarmouth  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  109. 

147.  Bonds  and  stock  should  be  issued  In  the  proportion  of  approxi- 
mately $2  face  value  of  bonds  to  $1  par  value  of  stock.  Re  Fresno 
Interurban  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  787. 

148.  An  application  for  permission  to  issue  securities  was  granted 
on  condition  that  they  be  issued  at  a  ratio  of  not  to  exceed  $2  in 
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bonds  to  each  $1  of  stock,  or  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  70  per  cent 
of  proposed  expenditures.  Re  Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  347. 

149.  A  water  company's  property,  valued  at  $150,000,  and  consisting 
partly  of  wells  that  may  not  be  permanent,  should  not  be  bonded  to  an 
amount  to  exceed  $75,000.  Re  South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.UJIJOISB,  38. 

150.  A  new  electric  utility  was  authorized  to  sell  at  par  its  6  per 
cent  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $5,000,  after  it  had  sold  at  par  capital  stock 
to  the  amount  of  $10,000.  Re  Black  Stream  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJl. 
1915C,  361. 

IX,  Sale  price. 

151.  A  public  utility  by  showing,  upon  its  own  yaluation,  that  it 
has  passed  the  development  stage  and  arrived  at  a  position  where  it 
is  earning  a  substantial  operating  profit,  negatives  any  demand  for 
the  exception  to  the  rule,  applicable  to  newly  organized  corporation, 
that  a  public  utility  will  not  be  permitted  to  issue  stock  at  less  than 
par,  regardless  of  whether  such  rule  siiould  or  should  not  be  strictly 
adhered  to  in  the  case  of  existing  corporations.  Re  Penobscot  Bay 
Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  855. 

152.  The  Massachusetts  law  requiring  that  the  vote  of  the  Board 
as  to  amount  of  stock  reasonably  necessary  shall  be  based  on  the  price 
fixed  by  the  directors,  "unless  the  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  such 
price  is  so  low  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  public  interest,  in  which 
case  it  may  determine  the  price  at  which  such  shares  may  be  issued," 
was  not  intended  to  change  the  original  purpose  of  the  so-called  "anti- 
stock  watering  law,"  requiring  the  issue  of  stock  at  not  less  than  the 
market  value  thereof  at  the  time  of  the  increase,  "nor  to  permit  the 
fixing  of  the  price  of  such  new  stock  materially  lower  than  would  in- 
sure a  ready  market  for  same."  Re  Salem  Electric  Lighting  Co. 
(Mass.)   P.U.R.1915E,  863. 

153.  The  price  of  $75  per  share  fixed  by  the  directors  of  a  public 
service  corporation  at  which  a  proposed  issue  of  stock  shall  be  offered 
to  stockholders  on  a  par  value  of  $50  a  share  is  so  low  as  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  public  interest,  where  it  appears  that  the  company  re- 
cently issued  stock  of  the  par  value  of  $220,000  at  the  price  of  $90 
per  share,  as  determined  by  the  directors;  that  the  dividends  during 
the  past  five  years  have  averaged  over  11  per  cent;  and  that  the  stock  of 
the  company  is  owned  by  a  holding  association  which  will  doubtless  be 
the  beneficiary  of  the  proposed  issue.  Re  Salem  Electric  Lighting  Co. 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  863. 

154.  A  telephone  company  was  aut>.orized  to  issue  its  6  per  cent 
preferred  capital  stock  on  condition  that  the  same  be  sold  for  the  highest 
price  obtainable,  but  for  not  less  than  the  par  value  thereof.  Re 
Un;ted  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  557. 

155.  An  authorized  issue  of  capital  stock  of  the  total  par  value  of 
$20,000  was  ordered  sold  at  the  highest  price  obtainable,  but  at  not 
less  than  par.    Re  Chardon  Waterworks  Co.   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1915A,  554. 

156.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  common  capital 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 29. 
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stock  for  cash  at  par.     Re  Fanners  &  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  56. 

157.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $20,000  of  common 
stock  to  he  sold  at  par.  Re  Loogootee  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
534. 

158.  The  Maine  Commission  will  not  authorize  the  issuance  of  stock 
hy  a  new  corporation  at  less  than  its  par  value.  Re  Black  Stream  Elec- 
tric Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  361. 

159.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Main  Commission  to  refuse  to 
authorize  the  issuance  of  honds  by  a  public  utility  unless  they  are  to 
be  sold  at  par,  although  it  will  require  that  stock  of  newly  organized 
companies  shall  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par.  Re  Penobscot  Bay  Elec- 
tric Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916C,  855. 

160.  An  authorized  8  per  cent  promissory  note  issue  was  ordered  to 
be  sold  at  not  less  than  96^  per  cent  of  its  face  value.  Re  Escondido 
Utilities  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  744. 

161.  An  authorized  issue  of  7  per  cent  cumulative  preferred  stock  of 
the  par  value  of  $100  per  share  was  ordered  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than 
$95  per  share.  Re  Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  586. 

162.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $88,000  par  value 
of  bonds,  $650  of  the  proceeds  therefrom  to  be  used  to  make  up  discount 
or  deficiency,  if  any,  so  that  the  sale  of  said  bonds  shall  net  not  less 
than  95  per  cent  of  par.  Re  National  Teleph.  &,  Electric  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  872. 

163.  A  public  utility  company  was  authorized  to  issue  five-year  6  per 
cent  debentures  of  the  face  value  of  $2,500,000,  at  not  less  than  95. 
Re  Southern  California  Edison  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  313. 

164.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $88,000  par  value 
of  first-mortgage  loan  gold  bonds  bearing  interest  at  6  per  cent  payable 
semiannually,  maturing  January  1,  1935,  and  redeemable  at  any  inter- 
est date  after  January  1,  1920,  at  par  plus  accrued  interest,  said 
bonds  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than  95  per  cent  of  par  plus  accrued 
interest.     Re  National  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1915A,  872. 

165.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $5,000  of  preferred 
stock  to  be  sold  at  not  less  than  94  per  cent  of  its  par  value.  Re  Loogoo- 
tee Water  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  534. 

166.  A  water  company  was  authorized  to  issue  $37,000  par  value  of 
common  stock  at  not  less  than  90  per  cent  of  par.  Re  Linton  Water 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  540. 

167.  An  authorized  issue  of  bonds  to  the  sum  of  $26,500  was  ordered 
sold,  at  the  highest  price  obtainable,  but  at  not  less  than  90  per  cent  of 
their  par  value.    Re  Chardon  Waterworks  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  554. 

168.  An  authorized  issue  of  first  and  refunding  5  per  cent  mortgage 
bonds  was  ordered  to  be  sold  so  as  to  net  the  company  not  less  than 
85  per  cent  of  the  par  value  of  the  principal  and  accrued  interest  thereon. 
Re  Peoria  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  804. 

169.  An  authorized  issue  of  first-mortgage  4  per  cent  bonds  of  the 
face  value  of  $2,748,000  was  ordered  to  be  sold  so  as  to  net  the  com- 
pany not  less  than  73  per  cent  of  the  principal  and  accrued  interest 
thereon.    Re  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  800. 
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170.  A  public-service  corporation  was  granted  the  authority  to  pledge 
its  first  mortgage  6  per  cent  gold  bonds  as  collateral  security  for  a 
$29,000  note  issue  in  such  ratio  that  the  face  value  of  the  notes  issued 
should  be  not  less  than  66f  per  cent  of  the  face  value  of  the  bonds. 
Re  Escondido  Utilities  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  744. 

8EOBEOATION. 

Of  property,  see  Appobtionicent. 

Separate  passenger  coaches  for  colored  persons,  see  Sebvice,  272. 

8EMI-PUBLIG  TELEPHONE.  ** 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  444-440. 

SEPARATE  AGCOUNT8. 

Maintenance  of,  of   consolidated   companies,   see  Consolidation, 
Mebgeb  and  Sale,  20. 

SEPABATIOK  OF  AGGOITHTS. 

See  Accounting. 

SEPARATION  OF  GRADES. 

Of  grades,  see  Crossings. 

SERVICE. 

J.  In  general,  i— 4. 
II.  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commissions,  5— 4;9. 

a.  In  general,  S^13, 

b.  Voluntary  service  of  utility,  14, 

c.  Extension  of  service,  16^20. 

d.  Abandonment  of  service,  21^28, 

e.  Physical  connection  of  telephones,  29* 
/.  Physical  connection  of  railroads,  30, 

g.  Exchange  of  facilities  between  land  and  umter  carriers, 

31, 
h.  Routing  of  trains,  32,  33. 
i.  Train  movements  in  sister  states,  34* 
i.  Stations  and  stops,  35-^7, 
Ic.  StocJc  quotations  service,  38, 
I,  Relocation  of  telephone  line  rendered  necessary  by  ooti- 

struction  of  high  voltage  transmission  line,  30. 
m.  Oorriage  of  freight  by  street  railway,  40,  41. 
n.  Checking  baggage  at  hotels  and  residences,  42. 
III.  Duty  to  render  service,  43—136, 

a.  In  general,  43,  44, 

b.  Duty  as  affected  by  return,  46—61. 
e.  Extensions  of  service,  62—111, 

1.  In  general,  62—76, 

2.  Duty  to  make  extensions  generally,  76—80. 

3.  Duty  as  affected  by  prospective  return,  81—90. 

4.  Expenses  of  extensions,  by  whom  borne,  91—98. 
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III.  0 — continued. 

6.  Consumer's    guaranty    of   return   from    extension f 

99-110. 
6.  Extension  beyond  charter  territory.  111, 
d.  Abandonment  and  discontinuance,  112'-13S* 

1.  Electricity,  112-116. 

2.  Heating,  lie. 

3.  Interurban  railways,  117,  118. 

4.  Irrigation,  119. 
6.  Natural  gas,  120. 

6.  Railroads,  121-132. 

(a)  In  general,  121—130, 

(b)  Temporary  suspension  of  service,  131,  132. 

7.  Street  railways,  133. 

5.  Telegraphs,  134. 
9.  Telephones,  136. 

IV.  Written  contract  for  service,  136—138. 
F.  Meters,  instruments  and  other  service  accessories  and  oot^ 
nections,  139—167. 

a.  In  general,  139—142. 

b.  Care  of  equipment  on  consuwiers'  premises,  143$  144. 

c.  Cost  of  water  service  connections,  146—163. 

d.  Ownership  of  meters,  164—163. 

e.  Electric  transformers  and  lightning  arresters,  164^^167. 
VI.  Discrimination. 

VII.  Service  by  particular  utilities,  168—460. 

a.  Electricity,  168-181. 

b.  Oas,  182-184a. 

c.  Heating,  186—187. 

d.  Inclined  plane,  188—190. 

e.  Interurban  railways,  191—207. 

1.  In  general,  191—194. 

2.  Car  equipment  and  sanitation,  196—198. 

3.  Seats  for  passengers,  199. 

4.  Time  and  place  for  sale  of  tickets,  200,  201. 

6.  Baggage  and  express,  202,  203* 
6.  Stops,  204—207. 

f.  Irrigation  companies,  208—210. 

g.  Railroads,  211-281. 

1.  In  general,  211—216. 

2.  Service    by    logging    roads    as    4»mm,on    carriers, 

216-218. 

3.  Physical  connection^  219,  220. 

4.  Through  route  and  Joint  rates,  221—223. 
6.  Station  facilities,  224-246. 

(a)  In  general,  224—231. 

(b)  Maintenance  of  agent,  232—236. 

(c)  Location  of  station,  236—241. 

(d)  Union  stations,  242—246. 
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VII.  g — continued. 

e.  Passenger  train  servit^e,  24^7^272. 
(a)   In  general,  247^260. 
(h)   Winter  service,  261,  262. 

(c)  Sunday  service,  263^266. 

(d)  Seats  for  passengers,  267,  268 » 

(e)  Stoppage  of  interstate  trains,  269,  270, 

(f)  Reservation  of  accommodations,  27 1. 

(g)  White  and  colored  passengers,  272. 
7.  Side  trach  agreements,  278'-276, 

S,  Freight  car  equipment,  277,  278. 
9,  Facilities  for  loading  and  unloading^  279. 
10.  Switching,  280,  281. 
h.  Sewers,  282,  283. 
i.  Street  railways,  284^^44. 

1.  In  general,  284-^296. 

2.  fiufflcienoy  of  cars,  297^318, 

(a)  In  general,  297—300. 

(b)  Demand,  how  measured,  301—304. 

(c)  Seating  generally,  306—310. 

(d)  Bush  hour  service,  311—317. 

(e)  Etnergency  traffic,  318. 

3.  Car  equipment  and  sanitation,  319—330. 

4.  Smolcing  on  cars,  331. 

5.  Pay-as-yoU'Cnter  cars,  332—334. 

6.  Car  operators,  335,  336. 

7.  Speed  restrictions,  337—339. 

8.  Stops,  340—343. 

9.  Car  routing,  344. 
i.  Taxicahs,  345. 

Te.  Telegraphs,   346—349. 
I.  Telephones,  360—425. 

1.  In  general,  360—369. 

2.  Observance  of  standards,  360— 367. 

3.  Character  of  equipment,  368. 

4.  Metallic  or  grounded  circuit,  869—372. 
6.  Party  line,  373-378. 

6.  Rural  lines,  379,  380. 

7.  Toll  lines,  381. 

8.  Exchange  areas,  382—386. 

9.  Physical  connection,  386— 409. 

10.  Switf^ing  service,  41 0— 412. 

11.  Method  of  routing  messages,  418,  414, 

12.  Time  consumed  in  answering  calls,  416* 

13.  Hours  of  service,  416—418. 

14.  Transferring  money   by  telephone,    419. 
16.  Directories,  420-424. 

16.  Location  of  telephone,  426, 
m.  Water,  426—460. 

1.  In  general,  426-433. 
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Vn.  m — continued. 

.    2,  Turning  on  and  off,  43^—4^9* 
a.  Test  of  meters,  440—44^. 

4.  Avoidance  of  waste,  443—445. 

5.  Furnishing  water  to  nonsuhscriher,  446,  447, 

6.  Watering  gardens,  448, 

7.  Fire  protection,  449,  460, 

I,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 
Restraint  of  utility   disobeying  order  of  Coramission   from   soliciting 

service,  see  Fines  and  Penalties,  6. 
Character  of  service  being  rendered  by  existing  company  as  affecting 

admission  of  competition,  see  Monopoly  and  CoMPETrnoN,  17-40. 
Distinction  between  orders  as  to  safety  and  as  to  adequacy  of  service 

of  interurban  railway  operated  at  a  loss,  see  Ordebs,  7. 
Payment  for,  see  Payment. 
Effect  of  failure  to  file  rate  schedule  upon  the  right  of  the  company  to 

discontinue  service  because  of  refusal  of  subscriber  to  pay  increased 

rates,  see  Payment,  88.  . 
Unsatisfactory  service  as  ground  for  denying  increase  in  rates,  although 

return  is  insufficient,  see  Rates,  119. 
Value  of,  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of 

rates,  see  Rates,  71a,  90,  96,  97. 
Cost  of,  as  factors  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of 

rates,  see  Rates,  88-95. 
Allowance  for  the  value  of  services  rendered  by  an  officer  for  which  no 

salary  was  paid  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  property,  see  Valua- 
tion, 274. 

1.  Consumers  cannot  be  required  to  endure  poor  service  any  longer 
than  is  absolutely  necessary  to  complete  the  work  of  reconstruction, 
repair,  and  testing  required  to  render  an  inadequate  plant  efficient.  Re 
Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1060. 

2.  There  is  no  test  of  reasonableness  that  will  fit  all  cases,  but  an 
order  is  unreasonable  if  contrary  to  Federal  or  state  Constitution  or 
laws,  or  if  beyond  the  power  of  the  Commission,  or  if  based  on  mistake 
of  law,  or  if  without  evidence  to  support  it,  or  if  so  arbitrary  as  to  be 
beyond  the  exercise  of  reasonable  discretion  and  judgment.  State  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  467  (S.  C.  130  Minn.  57,  153  N.  W. 
247). 

3.  A  company  supplying  electric  energy  was  held  to  be  rendering 
adequate  service  for  a  growing  city  so  as  to  justify  the  Commission  in 
not  opening  the  field  to  another  company,  where  the  existing  company 
had  a  reserve  capacity  of  something  over  160  per  cent  of  the  present 
demand  of  the  plant.  Re  Beaver  River  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915B,  281. 

4.  A  single  uniform  regulation  cannot  be  established  to  provide  for 
the  cost  of  making  a  disconnection  of  service  at  the  request  of  the 
consumer  and  a  reconnection  for  a  new  or  resuming  consiuner,  where 
there  are  many  disconnections  and  reconnections  at  season  resorts  and 
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lew  in  permanent  communities,  and  the  California  Commission  per- 
mitted utilities  to  meet  such  expense  either  by  charging  the  cost  directly 
to  new  or  resuming  consumers,  or  by  prorating  it  over  periodic  pay- 
m^it  for  service,  or  by  merging  it  into  general  operating  expense.  Re 
Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
717. 

II,  Jurisdiction,  powers,  and  duties  of  Commissions. 

a.  In  oenetaU 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  question  of  damages  for  failure  of  rail- 
road company  to  render,  see  Damages. 
Orer  service  of  interstate  trains,  see  Intebstatb  Coicmkbcb,  3-5. 

5.  The  Idaho  public  utilities  act  confers  authority  upon  the  Com- 
mission to  require  the  maintenance  by  any  public  utility  of  its  service 
or  facilities.    Re  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A,  383. 

6.  It  is  just  as  much  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  allow  a  reason- 
able reduction  in  facilities  shown  to  be  in  excess  of  the  needs  of  the 
public,  as  to  order  more  service  when  it  is  shown  to  be  inadequate. 
Re  Georgia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

7.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  the  return  of  a  street  rail- 
way company  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  adequate  and  sufficient  service, 
the  Commission  has  power  to  compel  the  company  to  render  such  service. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co. 
<Wash.)   P.U.R.1915B,  799. 

8.  The  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  a  petition  of  the  Trolley- 
men's  State  Conference  Board  for  an  order  requiring  the  equipment  of 
all  street  railway  cars  with  vestibules  and  the  heating  of  vestibules  of 
closed  cars  in  winter.  Re  Trolleymen'g  State  Conference  Board  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  708. 

9.  It  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  operate  street 
car  systems  and  to  lay  out  %11  their  schedules,  its  province  merely 
being  to  compel  reasonably  adequate  and  efficient  service,  leaving  the 
details  of  management  and  operation  to  the  company.  Re  Georgia  R. 
A  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

10.  The  California  Commission  has  power  to  establish  a  second 
through  route  and  joint  rate  where  the  existing  through  route  and  rate 
do  not  furnish  adequate  and  satisfactory  service  to  passengers.  Tar- 
pey  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  621. 

11.  The  California  Commission  is  without  power  to  compel  a  water 
company  to  take  over  and  operate  a  system  serving  a  territory  which 
it  does  not  hold  itself  out  to  serve.  Frank  Turnbull  Qo.  v.  Sweetwater 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  629. 

12.  The  California  Commission  is  without  power  to  compel  a  water 
utility  to  resume  service  to  premises  within  the  incorporated  limits  of 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  since  this  relates  to  the  character  and  quality 
of  the  service  formerly  supplied,  a  matter  exclusively  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  city  under  §  2  of  article  1  of  its  charter  in  effect 
March  23,  1912.    Derocher  k  Derocher  v.  Hall  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  725. 
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13.  The  Commission,  under  §  66  of  the  public  service  commissions 
law,  is  vested  with  power  to  regulate  the  service  of  a  natural  gas 
company,  but  such  power  must  be  exercised  with  special  reference  to  th^ 
promotion  of  the  public  interest,  the  preservation  of  the  public  health, 
and  the  protection  of  those  using  gas.  North  Tonawanda  v.  Niagara 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  73.       ' 

h.  Voluntary  service  of  utility. 

14.  The  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission  lacks  jurisdiction  and  au- 
thority to  compel  a  railroad  to  operate  beyond  its  present  stopping 
point  a  Sunday  train  operated  only  during  the  summer  months  as  an 
excursion  train,  inasmuch  as  such  operation  constitutes  a  special  serv- 
ice in  addition  to  the  number  of  trains  regularly  operated  or  required 
by  statute,  is  a  service  which  the  railroad  is  not  compelled  to  furnish, 
and  which,  if  it  does  furnish,  is  wholly  within  its  discretion  as  to  time 
and  extent  of  the  service,  and  furthermore,  as  this  service  is  not  sub- 
ject to  the  same  liabilities  as  the  regular  train  service.  Hughson  v. 
Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  244. 

c.  Extension  of  service* 

15.  The  New  York  Commission  has  power  to  order  the  extension  of 
gas  mains,  under  subdivision  2  of  §  66  of  the  public  service  commission 
law,  provided  that  such  extensions  are  reasonable.  Re  New  York  & 
Q.  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916B,  821. 

16.  Under  the  Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Company  law,  §  1,  art. 
1,  and  §  13,  art.  V.,  the  Commission  has  no  power  to  compel  a  public 
service  company  to  extend  its  facilities  beyond  the  territory  covered  by 
its  charter  or  amendments  thereto.  Scranton  v.  Scranton  R.  Co.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  890. 

17.  The  extension  of  water  mains  of  a  municipal  utility  does  not  lie 
wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  common  council  of  the  city  owning 
the  plant,  since  the  Commission  has  power  to  require  such  extension  in 
a  proper  case.    Re  New  Richmond  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  243. 

18.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  street  railway 
corporations  so  far  as  to  direct  them  to  apply  to  the  proper  municipal 
authority  and  property  owners  for  their  consent  to  the  construction  of 
extensions,  loops,  etc.,  but  it  has  no  power  or  authority  to  grant  the 
necessary  franchises,  permits,  or  authority  authorizing  such  construc- 
tion. West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  ▼.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915P,  482. 

19.  A  railroad  company  under  no  contractual  obligation  with  in- 
dividuals to  make  a  certain  extension  is  under  no  imperative  duty  to 
build  it  by  virtue  of  a  permissive  charter,  or  of  its  profession  of  service, 
nor  is  there  any  unrestricted  and  uncontrollable  power  in  the  Maryland 
Public  Service  Commission  to  compel  such  extension.  Towers  v. 
United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  P.U.R.1916F,  474  (S.  C.  126  Md.  148,  95  Atl. 
170). 

20.  The  Maryland  Public  Service  Commission  is  without  power  to 
order  a  proposed  extension  of  an  electric  railway  to  be  constructed. 
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operated,  and  equipped  in  a  specified  manner,  where,  if  the  work  were 
done  as  the  directors  of  the  company,  in  the  fair  exercise  of  their  dis- 
cretion, deem  proper,  the  line  could  be  operated  only  at  a  loss,  and 
where  the  dir^tors  deem  that  construction  and  operation  in  the  man- 
ner specified  by  the  Commission  would  be  unprofitable  and  unbusiness- 
like; since  the  method  of  construction,  operation,  and  equipment  of 
such  extension  is  a  matter  within  the  honest  discretion  of  the  directors. 
Towers  v.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  474  (S.  C.  126  Md.  478, 
95  Atl.  170). 

d.  Abandonment  of  service. 

21.  No  established  service  or  "practice  pertaining  to  the  service"  of 
any  public  utility  can  be  varied,  modified,  or  discontinued  without  the 
consent  of  the  Commission.  Northeast  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Hiawatha 
Mut.  Teleph,  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1016. 

22.  The  Public  Utilities  act  (Laws  1911,  chap.  238),  and  related 
statutes,  have  conferred  upon  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  the  power 
to  determine  whether  a  telegraph  station,  long  established  and  main- 
tained, should  be  abandoned.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Kansas  Postal- 
Teleg.  Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  222  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  — ,  150  Pac.  544). 

23.  The  power  granted  to  the  Commission  to  authorize  the  abandon- 
ment of  a  telegraph  station  is  a  valid  exercise  of  governmental  su- 
pervision, and  does  not  contravene  any  provision  of  either  the  national 
or  state  Constitution.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Kansaa  Postal-Teleg. 
Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  222  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  —,  160  Pac.  644). 

24.  Section  1796  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909  (Laws  1893,  chap. 
152,  §  1),  requiring  each  telegraph  company  to  maintain  an  office  in 
the  county  seat  of  each  county  when  its  lines  run  through  such  county 
seat,  does  not  limit  the  power  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
determine  whether  such  office  is  self-supporting  and  compensatory,  nor 
prevent  the  Commission  from  relieving  the  telegraph  company  of  that 
duty,  if  its  enforced  maintenance  would  violate  any  provision  of  the 
national  or  state  Constitution,  or  be  otherwise  unduly  burdensome,  un- 
reasonable, or  oppressive.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Kansas  Postal-Tel^. 
Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  222  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  — ,  160  Pac.  644). 

25.  The  California  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  a  proceed- 
ing to  compel  an  electric  company  to  recommence  the  delivery  of 
energy  to  another  company  upon  discontinuance  for  alleged  breach  of 
contract.  Tulare  County  Power  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  786". 

26.  The  Washington  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  authority  to 
approve  in  advance  the  abandonment  by  a  utility  of  a  part  of  its 
property  devoted  to  public  use,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  ex- 
tending only  to  the  determination  of  the  question  whether  the  utility 
is  rendering  adeqiiate  and  sufficient  service.  Day  v.  Tacoma  R.  &  P 
Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  503. 

27.  The  New  York  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  power  to  permit 
a  railroad  company  to  discontinue  passenger  service  which  is  provided 
for  in  its  charter  and  which  was  one  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
incorporated.    Re  Agor  (X.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916F,  638. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


468  SERVICE,  II.  e— i. 

28.  The  New  York  Commission  will  not,  in  the  exercise  of  Its  dis- 
cretion, approve  of  the  termination  and  surrender  by  the  lessee  to  the 
lessor  of  the  lease  of  an  electric  plant  and  electric  railway  which  lease 
has  previously  been  approved  by  the  Commission,  and  under  the  terms 
of  which  the  lessee  agreed  to  operate  efficiently  both  enterprises,  where 
the  conclusion  is  unavoidable  that  if  the  application  is  granted,  the 
railroad  enterprise  will  ultimately  be  abandoned,  since  the  Commission 
is  absolutely  without  authority  expressly  to  approve  and  authorize  the 
nonoperation  of  a  railroad  in  its  entirety  and  for  an  indefinite  period. 
Re  Lima-Honeoye  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  871. 

e.  Physical  connection  of  telephones, 

29.  The  South  Dakota  Board  of  Railroad  Commissioners  has  juris- 
diction to  entertain  a  proceeding  to  compel  physical  connection  between 
telephone  lines,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  party  complainant  is 
not  a  telephone  company.  Milbank  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  987. 

/.  Physical  connection  of  railroads, 

30.  The  Commission  has  power  under  subdivision  3  of  §  49  of  the 
Public  Service  Commission  law  to  direct  railroads  to  establish  switch 
connections  for  the  interchange  of  freight  or  passengers  when  neces- 
sary to  provide  the  facilities  required  by  §  35  of  that  law.  Re  Merritt 
Mfg.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915F,  360. 

g.  Exchange  of  facilities  hettoeen  land  and  water  carriers. 

31.  The  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  require  facilities  for 
the  interchange  of  traffic  between  land  and  water  carriers.  Ashland  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  619. 

li.  Routing  of  trains. 

32.  The  Missouri  Commission  is  authorized  by  §§  49  and  51  of  the 
Public  Service  Commission  law  to  change  the  routing  of  a  passenger 
train  in  the  state  where  the  change  ought  reasonably  be  made  to  pro- 
mote the  convenience  of  the  public  or  to  secure  adequate  service  and 
facilities  for  the  transportation  of  passengers.  Byrd  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915D,  961. 

33.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  power  to  change  the  routing  of 
an  interstate  passenger  train  between  points  wholly  within  the  state 
so  that  proper  and  adequate  local  service  may  be  aflForded  the  traveling 
public.    Byrd  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  961. 

i.  Train  movements  in  sister  states. 

34.  The  Missouri  Commission  has  no  authority  to  direct  the  move- 
ment of  an  interstate  passenger  train  in  another  state  to  the  end  that 
it  may  result  in  adequate  train  service  in  Missouri.  Byrd  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  961. 
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J,  Stations  and  stops, 

35.  Municipal  ordinances  which  require  interurban  cars  operated 
therein  to  stop  at  all  corners  <m  signal  are  in  contrayention  of  the 
public  interest  and  an  unreasonable  interference  with  the  exercise  of 
the  powers  of  the  Commission  to  require  a  railroad  to  render  adequate 
public  service.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  t.  Cudahy 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  893. 

36.  The  power  of  the  Illinois  Commission  to  order  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  depots  is  not  to  be  found  in  §  51  of  the  public  utilities 
act,  authorizing  the  Commission  to  order  proper  train  and  car  service, 
but  in  §  79,  making  it  the  dutj  of  the  Commission  to  enforce  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  state  affecting  public 
utilities,  and  in  chapter  114  (Hurd's  Stat.  1913)  requiring  railroads  to 
build  and  maintain  depots  in  towns  and  villages  of  200  or  more  in- 
habitants. State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Beck  v.  Toledo, 
St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  879  (S.  C.  267  111.  93,  107  N.  E.  774). 

37.  The  New  York  Commission  has  no  authority  to  require  a  railroad 
to  locate  a  station  upon  land  acquired  by  New  York  city  for  water 
supply  purposes,  no  definite  offer  of  such  land  having  been  made  by  the 
city.    Glenford  v.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1072. 

Ic.  Stocle  quotations  service. 

38.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission 
over  a  proceeding  to  compel  telegraph  companies  to  furnish  stock  quo- 
tations from  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  to  an  applicant  therefor 
cannot  be  denied  on  the  theory  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  petition 
is  within  the  sole  jurisdiction  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
under  the  acts  of  Congress,  since  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  ceases 
when  the  quotations  are  delivered  in  the  offices  of  the  telegraph  com- 
pany in  Massachusetts.    Stock  Ticker  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1068. 

I.  Relocation    of    telephtme    line    rendered   necessary    by    oon- 
struoti€ni  of  high  voltage  transmission  line. 

39.  The  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  require  the  relocation 
of  telephone  lines,  although  it  appears  that  in  order  to  secure  adequate 
telephone  service  in  conformity  with  rule  1  of  the  Standards  for  Tele- 
phone Service,  August  13,  1914  (16  Wis.  R.  C.  R.  1),  it  is  necessary 
that  such  telephone  lines  paralleling  respondent's  subsequently  con- 
structed transmission  lines  be  moved  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  high- 
way and  made  full  metallic  circuits,  and  that  special  precautions  be 
taken  at  all  points  where  the  transmission  lines  cross  the  telephone 
lines.  Platteville,  R.  &  E.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lancaster  Electric  Light  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  298. 

m.   Carriage  of  freight  hy  street  railway, 

40.  The  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  require  a  street  rail- 
way to  carry  freight,  in  the  absence  of  obligation  imposed  upon  it  by  its 
franchise,  inasmuch  as  the  duty  to  carry  freight  is  not  inherent  in  the 
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business.     Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home  v.  Waupaca  Electric  Ligbt  ^ 
R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  261. 

41.  The  Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance  to 
compel  a  street  railway  to  assume  the  carriage  of  freight,  even  though 
its  franchise  grants  the  requisjte  authority,  if  tiie  granting  words  are 
permissive  only,  and  not  mandatory,  and  the  street  raitway  has  never 
undertaken  such  service.  Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home  v.  Waupaca  Elec- 
tric Light  &  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  251. 

n.  Checking  baggage  at  hotels  and  residences* 

42.  The  California  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  service 
rendered  by  a  railway  company  in  checking  baggage  at  hotels  and  pri- 
vate residences  since  the  carrier  has  performed  its  full  duty  when  it 
accepts  baggage  at  its  depot,  transports  it,  and  makes  delivery  at  des- 
tination upon  its  own  terminal.  Atlantic  Transfer  Co.  T.  Los  Angeles 
Transfer  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  730. 

Ill,  Duty  to  render  service, 
a.  In  general. 

43.  The  acceptance  by  a  railroad  company  of  its  franchise  privileges 
imposes  upon  it  the  diltty  of  operating  the  railroad  when  constructed 
in  the  manner  and  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by  its  charter,  which 
duty  it  may  be  compelled  to  perform  by  mandamus  or  other  proper 
proceedings.  Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  191  (S.  C. 
—  Ark.  — ,  177  S.  W.  696). 

44.  A  telephone  company  that  undertakes  to  furnish  telephone  serv- 
ice in  a  given  territory  should  provide  that  service  at  reasonable  rates 
to  whomsoever  desires  it.     Re  Teleph.  Co.    (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

6.  Duty  as  affected  hy  return, 

45.  The  first  duty  of  a  public  service  corporation  is  to  provide  for 
the  convenience  of  the  public  reasonable,  fair,  and  adequate  service; 
and  this  duty  is  paramount  to  that  which  it  owes  its  stockholders  to 
earn  dividends,  and  one  from  which  it  is  not  exempted  by  unfortunate 
or  improvident  management.  West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United 
R.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

46.  Pecuniary  loss  or  profit  to  the  carrier  is  important,  but  not  the 
only  criterion  of  adequacy  of  service.  The  question  of  reasonableness  is 
to  be  determined  by  a  consideration  of  the  interests  both  of  the  car- 
rier and  of  the  public.  State  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
467   (S.  C.  130  Minn.  67,  153  N.  W.  247). 

47.  Under  the  Washington  statute.  Laws  1911,  chap.  117,  §  9,  a 
common  carrier  must  render  full,  adequate,  and  sufficient  service  before 
it  is  entitled  to  earn  any  return  upon  its  investment.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  799. 

48.  It  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  Commission  to  make  a  valuation 
of  the  property  of  a  street  railwflv  romnany  before  requiring  the  corn- 
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pany  to  render  the  adequate  and  sufficient  service  required  by  law.  Pub- 
lic Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Wash.)    P.U.R.1915B,  799. 

49.  Tlie  duty  imposed  upon  common  carriers  by  the  Washington 
statute,  Laws  1911,  chap.  117,  §  9,  to  render  adequate  and  sufficient 
service  in  the  transportation  of  passengers,  is  not  dependent  on  the 
ability  of  the  carrier  to  earn  a  return  upon  its  investment.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  799. 

50.  In  a  proceeding  under  the  Washington  statute.  Laws  1911,  chap. 
117,  §  9,  to  require  a  street  car  company  to  render  adequate  and  suffi- 
cient service  facilities,  it  is  not  a  defense  that  the  particular  service 
demanded  is  unprofitable.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Puget  Sound 
Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B,  799. 

61.  A  street  railway  must  render  fairly  reasonable  service  at  fairly 
reasonable  times  even  though  such  service  is  rendered  on  some  of  its 
branches  at  a  loss,  provided  that  the  loss  does  not  necessitate  charging 
some  other  portion  of  the  public  a  sum  greater  than  is  reasonable  and 
just.  Irish  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
355. 

52.  A  street  railroad  will  be  permitted  to  terminate  its  through 
service  at  a  specified  point,  where  it  appears  that  beyond  such  point  its 
traffic  is  not  such  as  to  warrant  a  considerable  expenditure  to  make 
such  operation  possible.  Twenty-Second  Ward  Advancement  Asso.  v. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  168. 

53.  An  interurban  railway  company,  so  long  as  it  remains  in  busi- 
ness, must  so  operate  its  road  as  to  carry  passengers  with  safety  and 
to  protect  them  from  ruflians  and  obscene  and  offensive  conduct,  even 
if  the  road  is  operated  at  a  loss.  Beauleiu  v.  Missoula  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  347.  / 

54.  A  railroad  company  may  be  compelled  to  perform  its  statutory 
duty  to  operate  its  road,  although  some  pecuniary  loss  may  result  from 
rendering  such  service.  Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915E, 
191  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  —,  177  S.  W.  696). 

56.  The  fact  that  an  order  of  a  Railroad  Commission,  compelling 
the  operation  of  one  train  each  way  daily  over  a  railroad,  is  likely  to 
cause  pecuniary  loss  to  the  carrier,  is  not,  of  itself,  sufficient  to  make 
the  order  arbitrary  or  unreasonable,  but  it  is  a  circumstance  to  be  con- 
sidered. Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  191  (S.  0.  — 
Ark.—,  177  S.  W.  696). 

56.  A  railroad  corporation  although  operating  at  a  loss,  is  bound 
to  furnish  reasonably  adequate  service  until  such  time  as  the  duty 
imposed  upon  it  by  the  state  shall  have  been  surrendered  and  the 
surrender  accepted.     Brandt  v.  Leas   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916B,  84. 

57.  A  street  railway  company,  upon  showing  a  large  decrease  in  its 
revenues,  owing  to  a  general  business  depression,  is  entitled  to  relief 
from  expense  of  all  service  in  excess  of  the  reasonable  needs  of  the 
public.    Re  Georgia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

58.  The  fact  that  a  branch  line  of  a  telephone  company  in  the  nature 
of  a  feeder  does  not  of  itself  pay,  while  the  main  line  is  enjoying  proa- 
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perity,  is  not  a  good  and  sufficient  reason  for  nondependable  service. 
Shields  Valley  Commercial  Club  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1916A,  945. 

5i9.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  telephone  company  to  render  adequate  serv- 
ice, at  its  own  expense  if  necessary,  although  a  high  tension  line,  sub- 
sequently constructed,  interferes  with  the  adequacy  of  its  service  and 
the  operation  of  its  telephone  line.  Ebenezer  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee 
Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  174. 

60.  Telephone  subscribers  are  entitled  to  receive  service  of  a  satis- 
factory grade  although  the  utilities  undertake  to  furnish  such  service 
free  of  charge.    Re  Kingston  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  839. 

61.  When  a  public  service  corporation  is  serving  the  public,  and  the 
rates  charged  for  such  service  are  in  and  of  themselves  fair  and  rea- 
sonable, the  company  must,  in  exchange,  render  dependable  service. 
Shields  Valley  Commercial  Club  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (Mont.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  945. 

c.  Extensions  of  service* 

1.  In  generaU 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  extension  of  service,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  reasonableness  of  request  for  extension  of  serv- 
ice, see  Evidence,  10. 
Considerations  affecting  street  railway  extension,  see  infra,  284-287. 

62.  A  Public  Service  Commission  cannot  establish  rules  and  regu- 
lations governing  the  extension  of  water  mains  in  new  localities,  since 
the  necessity  for  the  extension  must  be  determined  from  the  facts  of 
each  case.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

63.  In  determining  whether  a  water,  gas,  electric,  or  telephone  util- 
ity should  make,  at  its  own  expense,  extensions  outside  of  municipali- 
ties to  serve  applicants,  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  fact  that 
the  utility  should  be  liberal,  but  regard  must  also  be  had  to  its  financial 
condition  and  the  rights  of  existing  consumers.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  ft 
T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

64.  In  the  absence  of  any  showing  as  to  the  merits  of  prior  requests 
for  extensions,  an  extension  of  service  well  within  the  reasonable  serv- 
ice area  of  a  gas  company,  and  admitted  by  it  to  be  necessary,  was 
ordered  without  awaiting  the  completion  of  such  extensions  requested 
prior  thereto.  Hardison  v.  Los  Angeles  Gas  A  E.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  1. 

65.  An  application  to  require  a  gas  and  electric  company  to  extend 
its  service  to  certain  consumers  at  its  own  expense  was  of  necessity 
considered  primarily  as  an  individual  local  problem,  owing  to  the  fact 
that  the  evidence  submitted  was  confined  to  the  costs  of,  and  probable 
revenue  from,  the  particular  extension.  Warren  v.  Pacific  Gas  ft  E. 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915A,  702. 

66.  A  gas  and  electric  company  was  ordered  to  extend  its  mains  and 
service  wires  into  a  newly  developed  addition  within  the  city  limits 
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where  fcmrteeii  residences  of  a  substantial  type  were  either  in  the  course 
of  construction  or  completed,  it  appearing  that  the  construction'  of  ad- 
ditional houses  and  occupancy  of  the  present  houses  would  be  delayed, 
if  not  absolutely  defeated,  unless  such  service  was  rendered.  Arizona 
Corp.  Commission  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.UJR.1915A, 
996. 

67.  In  determining  the  cost  of  extending  electric  service  to  the 
premises  of  proposed  customers,  it  is  not  necessary  to  tcdce  as  a  basis 
the  construction  recommended  by  the  best  practice,  where  a  less  expen- 
sive type  of  construction  is  in  use  by  the  company.  Re  Wisconsin- 
Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916B,  832. 

68.  An  agreement  entered  into  at  the  hearing,  whereby  an  electric 
company  was  to  extend  its  lines  and  service  upon  payment  by  the  con- 
sumer of  part  of  the  costs  of  construction,  and  the  giving  of  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  a  minimum  yearly  revenue  for  the  service,  was  approved 
where  it  appeared  that  the  expense  of  such  extension  would  be  more 
than  the  company  could  be  reasonably  expected  to  assume  alone,  and 
that  there  was  little  prospect  of  additional  revenue  therefrom.  Cramer 
V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  934. 

69.  The  fact  that  individuals  are  willing  to  invest  and  solicit  the 
money  of  others  for  the  construction  of  a  railway  extension  is  not 
enough  to  justify  a  finding  that  such  extension  is  necessary  or  proper 
for  the  safety,  accommodation,  convenience,  or  service  of  the  public; 
nor  is  the  approval  of  the  Pennsylvania  Commission  to  be  granted  be- 
cause certain  persons  in  the  localities  to  be  served  desire  the  construc- 
tion.   Re  Reading,  B.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  177. 

70.  A  petition  to  extend  the  service  of  a  street  railroad  company 
was  dismissed  where  the  extension  asked  was  beyond  the  extreme  end 
of  the  existing  city  fare  zone,  and  the  Commission  had  adopted  a  policy 
of  not  interfering  with  the  boundaries  of  the  fare  zone  pending  investi- 
gation of  company's  affairs;  and  where  it  further  appealed  that  the 
section  requesting  the  service  already  had  the  benefit  of  three  other  car 
lines,  T.  J.  Hooper  Realty  Co.  v.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  339. 

71.  The  mere  connection  of  a  telephone  within  a  certain  territory  is 
not  an  extension  of  the  lines  of  the  company  within  such  territory, 
where  the  line  had  been  previously  constructed  and  connected  for  the 
use  of  a  former  patron,  to  whose  property  interests  the  present  user  has 
succeeded,  and  for  whose  use  the  new  connection  was  made.  Hugh- 
son  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
867. 

72.  A  telephone  company  undertaking  to  furnish  service  in  a  given 
territory  will  not  be  compelled  to  build  an  unreasonable  distance  in 
order  to  give  such  service,  what  is  a  reasonable  distance  depending  upon 
the  facts  in  each  case.    Re  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

73.  The  contention  of  an  aqueduct  company  that  it  will  not  be  able 
to  sell  securities  for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds  for  the  making  of 
extensions  to  its  mains,  required  of  it  under  an  ordinance,  will  not 
be  considered  where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  company  is  unable  to  make 
the  extensions  from  its  funds  on  hand  or  other  sources.  Glen  Rock  y. 
Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  937. 
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74.  A  water  company  which  is  unable  to  supply  an  adequate  quan- 
tity of  water  to  another  company  to  which  it  has  contracted  to  deliver 
water  at  wholesale  will  not  be  ordered  to  extend  its  system  into  the 
territory  of  the  distributing  company,  where  the  supply  of  water  does 
not  justify  the  extension  of  its  system  to  territory  nearer  at  hand,  and 
where  there  would  be  no  just  reason  for  granting  the  extension  in  the 
one  case  and  denying  it  in  the  other.  Frank  TurnbuU  Co.  v.  Sweetwater 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  629. 

75.  The  expense  of  making  water  extensions  demanded  of  a  water 
company  by  inhabitants  of  a  municipality  is  not  the  controlling  feature 
in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  the  demand  therefor,  because 
water  rates,  as  a  whole,  must  be  sufficient  to  allow  a  fair,  just,  and 
reasonable  income  on  the  property  of  the  company  devoted  to  public 
use  which  would  include  such  necessary  expenditures;  but  an  additional 
expenditure  by  the  company  as  an  additional  burden  on  the  rate  payers 
as  a  whole,  should  not  be  imposed  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  por- 
tion of  the  community  unless  a  reasonable  necessity  for  it  exists. 
Lukrawka  t.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  331  (S.  C.  169 
Cal.  318,  146  Pac.  640). 

2,  Duty  to  make  extensions  generally. 

See  also  supra,  70. 

76.  A  public  service  corporation  occupying  an  exclusive  field  should 
hold  itself  in  readiness  to  make  reasonable  extensions  to  serve  new 
districts.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
(Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915A,  996. 

77.  The  duty  of  a  water  utility  to  extend  its  service,  upon  demand 
to  inhabitants  of  a  municipality,  is  not  absolute,  but  is  conditioned 
upon  the  reasonableness  of  the  demand  therefor,  which  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  case.  Lukrawka 
V.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  331  (S.  C.  169  Cal.  318,  146 
Pac.  640). 

78.  The  public  duty  which  a  water  company  assumes  when  it  ac- 
cepts a  franchise  and  undertakes  to  supply  a  municipality  and  its  in- 
habitants with  water  without  distinction  of  persons  is  not  limited  to 
the  making  of  service  connections  in  streets  in  which  it  has  already 
located  its  mains  and  laterals;  but  is  commensurate  with  the  needs  of 
the  municipality,  and  requires  the  company  to  extend  its  system  into 
such  new  territory  as  the  reasonable  needs  of  a  growing  community 
may  demand.  Lukrawka  v.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  331 
(S.  C.  169  Cal.  318,  146  Pac.  640). 

79.  An  electric  light  company  in  performance  of  its  charter  and 
franchise  obligations  to  serve  the  general  public  of  a  town  must  make 
reasonable  extensions  of  service  to  all  who  can  be  reached  by  a  reasona- 
ble outlay  of  capital,  and  without  picking  out  the  profitable  customers 
only.     Sisk  v.  Abington  Electric  Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915F,  835. 

80.  The  corporate  authorities  of  a  town  are  clearly  within  their 
rights  in  ordering  a  water  company  to  place  and  erect  lights  and 
hydrants,  and  construct  an  extension  of  its^  services  within  territory 
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wholly  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  town,  where  the  franchise 
under  which  the  utility  is  operated  requires  it  to  place  lights  and 
hydrants  at  such  places  as  may  be  designated  by  the  corporate  authori- 
ties.   Marlinton  ▼.  Marlinton  Service  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915E,  277. 

8.  Duty  as  affected  hy  prospective  return, 

81.  It  is  unnecessary  that  extensions  of  service  shall  be  uniformly 
profitable,  or  that  there  shall  be  no  unprofitable  extensions.  Re  Pacific 
Gas  A  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  722. 

82.  A  gas  company  was  not  required  to  extend  its  mains  540  feet 
in  order  to  furnish  complainant's  residence  with  gas,  it  appearing  that 
the  estimated  revenue  was  $27  per  annum  and  the  estimated  cost  of  fur- 
nishing the  service,  including  an  allowance  for  return  on  the  invest- 
ment, was  $43.30,  the  Commission  not  being  of  the  opinion  that  such  an 
ext^ision  would  be  reasonable  or  practicable,  or  would  furnish  sufficient 
business  to  justify  its  construction  and  maintenance.  Sigrist  v.  Pub- 
lic Service  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1024. 

83.  To  justify  the  Commission  in  ordering  an  extension  of  gas  mains 
a  distance  of  540  feet  where  the  estimated  revenue  was  placed  at  $27 
per  annum  and  the  estimated  cost  of  furnishing  the  service,  including 
an  allowance  for  return  on  the  investment,  at  $43.30,  an  amount  of 
revenue  would  be  required  which  would  exceed  by  50  per  cent  the  esti- 
mated revenue  to  be  obtained.  Sigrist  v.  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1024. 

84.  A  gas  company  having  accepted  a  franchise  giving  it  the  right 
to  supply  the  residents  of  an  entire  ward  of  a  city  cannot  select  the 
most  profitable  parts  and  then  refuse  to  make  extensions  into  other 
areas  unless  such  extensions  will  earn  6  per  cent  upon  their  cost;  but 
such  company  may  be  reasonably  ordered  to  make  such  extensions  where 
it  appears  that  the  estimated  return  on  the  investment  would  be 
from  3^  per  cent  to  4  per  cent,  and  that  the  consumption  and  the 
profit  of  the  territory  would  be  likely  to  grow.  Re  New  York  &  Q. 
Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1916B,  821. 

85.  In  determining  whether  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  for 
the  extension  of  a  railway  line  shall  be  granted,  the  question  of  public 
requirement  should  be  determined  by  taking  into  consideration  the  pop- 
ulation and  industries  to  be  served,  the  adequacy  of  existing  facilities, 
the  likelihood  that  the  proposed  construction  will  be  able  to  earn  a  rea- 
sonable return  on  the  investment  required  to  build  it,  and  the  desira- 
bility of  permitting  an  investment  in  a  public-service  enterprise  which  is 
not  shown  to  be  necessary.  Re  Reading,  B.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  177. 

86.  The  extension  of  the  tracks  of  a  street  railway  company  to  the 
city  limits,  a  distance  of  3,500  feet  at  the  cost  of  $18,000,  and  the 
operation  of  cars  thereon  at  an  increase  in  operating  expenses  of  $17 
a  day,  was  held  not  justified  on  evidence  that  there  were  only  thirty 
houses  along  the  line  of  the  proposed  extension,  and  that  persons  resid- 
ing in  certain  settlements  outside  of  the  oiiy  limits  would  be  accommo- 
dated,  it  not  appearing   how   many   persons   from   these   settlements 
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used  the  line  of  the  railway  as  at  present  located,  or  would  use  it  if 
extended.    Scranton  v.  Scranton  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  890. 

87.  A  water  company  was  ordered  to  make  certain  extensions  in 
order  to  supply  prospective  customers  with  water  connections,  where  it 
appeared  that  the  added  income  from  the  use  of  such  service  would 
amount  to  a  return  of  from  30  to  36  per  cent  on  the  necessary  invest- 
ment. Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
240. 

88.  A  town  was  ordered,  as  a  water  utility,  to  lay  a  water  main 
in  an  unincorporated  town  for  domestic  service  and  fire  protection, 
although  the  revenue  from  domestic  consumption  would  be  insufficient 
to  support  the  required  investment,  it  being  held  that  the  provision  for 
fire  protection  amounting  approximately  to  40  per  cent  of  the  total 
investment  was  a  proper'  charge  to  the  community  as  a  whole.  Re 
Extension  of  Water  Mains  of  Glidden  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1027. 

89.  Whether  or  not  a  water  company  undertaking  to  supply  a  mu- 
nicipality and  its  inhabitants  with  water  may  be  required  to  extend 
its  service  mains  or  lines  for  the  accommodation  of  all  applicants, 
where  the  returns  or  income  from  such  extension  is  insufficient  to  pay 
interest  on  the  cost  and  outlay  and  to  cover  the  natural  depreciation, 
and  a  proper  proportion  of  the  operating  expenses  depends  upon  the 
reasonableness  and  necessity  of  the  demand  for  service  in  each  particu- 
lar case.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon  Light  &  Water  Co.  (W. 
Va.)   P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

90.  The  Commission  refused  to  order  a  utility  to  extend  its  water 
mains  to  applicants  within  the  limits  of  the  municipality  where  it  ap- 
peared that  some  of  the  applicants  were  far  apart  and  that  the  returns 
would  not  exceed  1  per  cent  of  the  investment  including  operating  ex- 
penses and  depreciation.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon  Light  &, 
Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

4.  Expenses  of  extensionSf  hy  whom  home, 

91.  A  company  having  exclusive  rights  to  supply  a  district  is  re- 
quired to  serve  outlying  parts  of  such  territory,  as  soon  as  building 
operations  have  progressed  far  enough  to  justify  extensions,  without 
charging  against  the  business  the  cost  of  the  mains  back  to  the  works, 
it  being  necessary  to  consider  only  the  cost  of  the  new  transmission 
line  to  the  new  territory.  Re  New  York  &  Q.  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  821. 

92.  It  is  a  reasonable  requirement  that  utilities  should  make,  at 
their  own  expense,  all  service  connection  of  normal  size  from  their 
mains  or  lines  along  public  highways  to  the  property  lines  of  abutting 
consumers,  except  that  connection  may  be  refused,  subject  to  review  by 
the  Commission,  if  the  utility  believes  that  such  extensions  will  not  be 
used  in  the  reasonably  immediate  future.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  k  T.  Utili- 
ties Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

93.  A  water,  gas,  electric,  or  telephone  utility  which  operates  under 
a  general  franchise  authorizing  the  occupancy  of  all  streets  of  a  mu- 
nicipality may  be  required  to  make,  at  its  own  expense,  such  street 
extensions  as  may  be  necessary  to  serve  applicants,  provided  that  where 
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it  deems  an  extension  unduly  burdensome,  the  matter  may  be  referred 
to  the  Commission  for  adjustment.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

94.  A  water,  gas,  electric,  or  telephone  utility  may  be  required  to 
make  extensions  in  unincorporated  territory  at  its  own  expense,  as  it 
can  agree  upon  with  the  applicant  for  service,  provided  that  where  it 
deems  an  extension  unduly  burdensome  the  matter  may  be  referred 
to  the  Commission  for  adjustment.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Re- 
quiring Deposits   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

95.  Upon  an  applicant  for  service  paying  in  whole  or  in  part  for 
the  cost  of  an  extension,  the  title  to  the  extension  should  be  vested  in 
the  utility  and  the  payment  regarded  as  a  loan,  to  be  returned  under 
reasonable  conditions  and  to  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per 
annum.  Re  Water,  G.  E.  &  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  717. 

96.  A  rule  of  a  gas  utility  requiring  new  consumers  to  pay  for  the 
cost  of  extending  the  gas  main  in  excess  of  a  distance  of  300  feet  per 
consumer,  which  is  rebated  as  additional  consumers  are  connected  to  the 
extension,  was  held  reasonable  and  equitable  as  applied  to  a  village 
containing  scattered  residences.  Greutz  v.  Western  United  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  902. 

97.  An  electric  light  company  may  be  required  to  extend  service  to 
a  new  customer  without  requiring  him  to  bear  any  of  the  cost  of  exten- 
sion or  to  guarantee  a  minimum  consumption,  where  he  is  located  in 
the  central  built-up  portion  of  the  town  and  the  extension  can  be  made 
without  any  great  outlay,  although  it  may  not  immediately  be  remuner- 
ative.    Sisk  V.  Abington  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915F,  835. 

98.  An  electrical  utility  standing  ready  to  serve  all  rural  consumers 
who  desire  service  may  require  a  new  consumer  to  erect  his  service 
line  to  the  rural  transmission  line,  since  if  the  utility  were  required  to 
make  the  extension  it  would  have  no  adequate  protection  from  loss 
from  discontinuance  of  service,  and  the  variable  length  of  such  exten- 
sions would  prevent  the  equitable  application  of  a  uniform  rate  for 
rural  service  based  on  average  costs.  Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  216. 

5.  Conatitner'a  guaranty  of  return  from  extension. 

Basis  for  fixing  guaranty  of  return  upon  requiring  extension  of  service, 
see  RsTUBN,  4. 

99.  An  extension  of  service  by  a  street  railroad  company  and  the  ex- 
tension of  the  fare  zone  will  not  be  compelled  by  the  Commission  on 
the  condition  of  compensation  being  made  to  the  company,  as  the  matter 
of  extension  for  compensation  is  one  for  private  treaty.  T.  J.  Hooper 
Realty  Co.  v.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915„,  339. 

100.  An  ext^sion  of  service  contract  between  a  gas  and  electric  com- 
pany and  certain  prospective  customers,  by  which  the  company  and  the 
customers  each  agree  to  construct  a  portion  of  the  lines,  the  customers 
guarantying  a  yearly  minimum  return,  was  approved  until  such  time  as 
the  cost  and  oonditi<ms  of  the  service  should  be  investigated  by  the 
Commission.    Re  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  722. 
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101.  The  requirement  in  a  franchise  that  an  electric  light  company 
shall  furnish  seryice  without  guaranties  to  take  specific  amounts  thereof 
to  all  customers  located  within  the  built-up  portions  of  a  city  does 
not  prohibit  the  company  from  requiring  such  assurance  from  a  pros- 
pective customer  residing  at  some  distance  from  the  main  streets  of  a 
community.  Tieman  v.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  674. 

102.  A  franchise  provision  that  a  water  company  shall  not  be  obliged 
to  extend  its  mains  until  an  annual  income  of  at  least  $125  per  block 
is  guaranteed  is  unreasonable.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft. 
L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  611. 

103.  In  view  of  the  long  life  of  cast-iron  water  pipe,  a  guaranteed 
annual  income  of  10  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  installing  a  water  l^ain, 
exclusive  of  fire  hydrant  rental,  is  sufficient  to  justify  a  water  com- 
pany in  making  the  investment,  especially  where  it  has  an  abundant 
plant  and  main  feed  capacity  already  installed.  Leavenworth  v.  Leaven- 
worth City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.   (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

104.  An  electric  light  company  may  be  required  to  extend  and  fur- 
nish its  service  to  a  single  prospective  customer,  not  interested  in  land 
development  generally,  if  assured  of  an  amount  of  revenue  which  would 
be  compensatory  only.  Tieman  v.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  (N.  J.) 
jf.U.R.1916B,  674. 

105.  An  electric  company  was  ordered  to  extend  its  service  to  two 
residences  upon  condition  that  the  owners  guarantee  to  the  company  a 
yearly  gross  revenue  of  a  specified  amount  deemed  sufficient  to  justify 
the  extension.  Re  Wisconsin-Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  832. 

106.  A  gas  company  was  ordered  to  extend  its  mains  in  order  to  sup- 
ply consumers  guarantying  an  annual  revenue  which  the  Commission 
deemed  sufficient  to  justify  such  extension  and  maintenance.  Ball  v. 
Public  Service  Gas  Co.   (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1915B,  173. 

107.  A  company  supplying  electricity  was  directed  to  extend  its  lines 
to  serve  the  houses  of  certain  complainants,  providing  such  complain- 
ants pay  all  cost  of  extensions  over  private  property  and  guarantee  an 
annual  minimum  of  $22  per  year,  such  minimum  to  be  reduced  25  cents 
for  each  additional  lighting  customer,  and  25  cents  for  each  two  horse 
power  of  motor  connected  to  the  line.  Hunt  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E. 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915D,  937. 

108.  An  electric  light  and  power  compahy  will  not  be  required  to  fur- 
nish service  to  an  applicant,  in  a  community  of  four  scattered  acre- 
age residences  which  will  require  the  construction  of  almost  a  mile 
of  new  line,  except  on  compliance  with  rule  No.  31,  establishing  stand- 
ards of  service,  which  provides  that  an  applicant  deposit  an  amount 
equal  to  the  cost  of  constructing  the  line  beyond  the  distance  covered 
by  the  erection  of  two  poles  at  standard  spacing  for  leach  applicant 
for  service,  to  be  rebated  within  ten  years  at  the  rate  charged  in  the 
same  manner  for  each  new  consumer.  Domke  v.  Public  Service  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  332. 

109.  The  Wisconsin  Commission  in  requiring  mn  electric  utility  to 
extend   service  to  certain  city  schools  require  the  school  board  to 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SERVICE,  III.  c,  6,  d,  1.  460 

guarantee  annual  payments  for  serrice,  as  adequate  profit  to  the  utility, 
until  such  time  as  the  connection  of  other  consumers  in  the  vicinity 
would  increase  the  amount  of  service  rendered  by  the  extension,  so  that 
the  annual  revenue  therefrom  at  the  prevailing  rate  would  equal  the 
guaranty  of  the  school  board.  City  School  Board  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas 
&  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  31. 

110.  The  amount  of  the  annual  payment  for  service  which  a  new 
consumer  of  an  electric  utility  was  required  to  guarantee  as  a  condi- 
tion for  extending  service  was  determined  by  the  Wisconsin  Commis- 
sion by  assuming  the  total  investment  necessary  for  the  extension  to 
bear  the  same  ratio  to  its  estimated  cost  as  the  investment  .in  the 
entire  plant  bore  to  the  investment  in  the  distribution  system,  and  then 
a.<asuming  that  a  5  per  cent  return  upon  such  total  extension  invest- 
ment bore  the  same  ratio  to  the  annual  payment  required  as  the 
amount  of  gross  revenue  over  operating  expenses  bore  to  the  total 
revenue.  City  School  Board  v.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  31. 

6.  Extension  heyond  charter  territory, 

111.  An  order  directing  an  extension  and  enlargement  of  a  water 
plant  is  unreasonable  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  company  has 
a  valid  existing  franchise  from  the  city  to  furnish  such  service.  Mur- 
ray V.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F,  436  (S.  C.  27 
Idaho,  603,  160  Pac.  47). 

d.  Abandonment  and  discontinuance. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  abandonment  of  railroads,  P.U.R.1915E, 
914. 

1.  Electricity, 

112.  An  electric  lighi  and  power  company  should  establish  and  pub- 
lish a  reasonable  rule  for  discontinuing  service.  Meek  v.  Consumers 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

113.  It  is  unreasonable  for  an  electric  utility  to  require  a  consumer 
to  bind  himself  to  take  service  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  or  to  pre- 
scribe a  period  which  must  elapse  after  notice  by  the  consumer  of 
discontinuance,  where  the  consumer  has  borne  the  expense  of  connect- 
ing the  lines  of  the  utility  with  his  own  plant.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R.1915F,  692. 

114.  A  rule  of  an  electric  company  providing  for  a  discontinuance  of 
service  during  daylight  hours  upon  the  exhaustion  of  a  storage  bat- 
tery provided  primarily  to  supply  lighting  customers  during  such  hours, 
when  the  generating  engines  were  not  in  operation,  was  held  reasonable, 
provided  the  battery  contained  a  full  charge  at  the  time  of  closing, 
such  rule  to  apply  only  until  such  time  as  the  demand  for  power  serv- 
ice should  require  different  conditions  of  operation.  Re  New  Egypt 
Light,  Heat,  Power  &  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916D,  820. 

116.  An  electric  utility  was  authorized  to  discontinue  serving  the 
residents  of  a  town  with  electric  energy  where  it  appeared  that  the 
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population  of  the  town  had  decreased  from  approximately  2,000  to  not 
to  exceed  300,  that  the  supply  of  mill  refuse  which  had  been  used  for 
fuel  was  exhausted,  that  other  fuel  could  not  be  obtained  at  a  cost 
sufficiently  low  to  permit  the  continued  operation  of  the  plant,  and 
that  the  generating  plant  was  much  too  large  to  supply  the  needs  of 
the  remaining  consumers.  Re  Loyalton  Electric  Light  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  804. 

2.  Heating, 

116»  A  public  service  corporation  will  not  be  allowed  to  discontinue 
heating  service  to  certain  patrons  on  the  theory  that  topographical 
conditions  render  it  impossible  for  the  company  to  furnish  such  service, 
where  it  appears  that  satisfactory  service  was  formerly  rendered  and 
that  the  company  is  about  to  enlarge  certain  of  its  mains  which  may 
result  in  materially  improving  the  service  on  the  lines  in  question;  but 
if  experience  should  demonstrate  that,  with  increased  main  capacity, 
it  is  impracticable  to  render  adequate  service  on  any  part  of  the  sys- 
tem, the  matter  will  be  further  considered  upon  petition.  La  Crosse  v. 
Wisconsin-MinnesoU  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  421. 

3,  Interurban  railways, 

117.  Upon  granting  permission  to  an  interurban  railway  company 
to  lease  certain  of  its  competing  city  lines  to  a  street  railway  company, 
the  interurban  company  was  allowed  to  abandon  certain  of  its  lines 
to  avoid  duplication  of  facilities  and  operation  at  a  loss,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  patrons  of  the  abandoned  line  would  be  only  slightly  in- 
convenienced, and  substantial  advantages  through  the  extension  of 
transfer  privileges  would  result.  Re  Central  California  Traction  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  424. 

118.  In  authorizing  the  abandonment  of  a  portion  of  the  lines  of 
an  electric  railway  because  of  insufficient  patronage,  the  California 
Commission  ordered  the  company  to  maintain,  until  a  further  order 
of  the  Commission,  a  single  track  over  a  private  right  of  way,  and  to 
operate  over  this  line  sufficient  car  service  to  keep  a  clear  title  thereto, 
where  it  appeared  that  upon  the  abandonment  of  the  service  this  right 
of  way  would  revert  to  a  land  company,  and  the  adjoining  residents 
protested  against  the  abandonment  of  the  track  because  of  the  fear 
that  undesirable  buildings  might  be  erected  thereon  to  the  detriment 
of  the  adjoining  property,  the  Commission  intimating  that  the  rail- 
way company  would  be  required  to  operate  the  car  only  for  such  time 
as  might  be  necessary  for  the  city  to  secure  title  to  the  right  of  way 
for  park  purposes.    Re  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1915C,  784. 

4,  Irrigation. 

119.  An  irrigation  company  was  permitted  to  discontinue  the  oper- 
ation of  a  canal,  provided  that  the  rights  of  way  be  conveyed  to  the 
abutting  property  owners,  where  there  was  no  possibility  of  the  reve- 
nues being  compensatory  and  no  objection  was  made  by  consumers.  Re 
Monterey  County  Waterworks  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  969. 
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5.  Natural  gas. 

120.  A  natural  gas  company  with  a  total  well  capacity  of  70,000 
cubic  feet  per  day  is  juBtified  in  discontinuing  service  in  towns  re- 
quiring from  400,000  to  500,000  cubic  feet  per  day,  in  order  to  supply  a 
smaller  territory  which  it  can  adequately  serve.  North  Tonawanda 
V.  Niagara  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  73. 

6,  Bailroad8, 

(a)  In  general, 

121.  A  railroad  may  be  permitted  to  abandon  the  part  of  its  road 
which  originates  but  one  fourth  of  the  entire  business,  occasions  over* 
one  half  of  the  expense,  and  is  located  in  highly  competitive  territory, 
where  the  entire  road  is  operated  at  a  loss  and  the  continuation  of  said 
portion  embarrasses  the  operation  and  continued  existence  of  the  entire 
line.    Smith  v.  Atlantic  Southern  R.  Co.  (la.)  P.U.R.1915F,  125. 

122.  A  sufficiently  fair  trial  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  railroad 
can  be  operated  only  at  a  loss,  so  as  to  justify  its  abandonment,  has 
not  been  given,  where  it  appeared  that  it  was  placed  in  the  hands  of 
a  receiver  within  five  months  after  it  was  first  put  into  operation  and 
so  remained  for  four  years,  when  it  was  received  from  him  in  a  dilapi- 
dated and  run-down  condition  with  inadequate  and  defective  track  and 
equipment,  and  was  then  operated  for  a  little  more  than  a  year,  after 
which  operation  ceased,  before  sufficient  improvements  had  been  made 
to  place  the  road  in  working  condition,  or  a  sufficient  experiment,  with 
a  reduced  train  service,  had  been  made.  Smith  v.  Atlantic  Southern  R. 
Co.  (la.)  P.U.R.1915F,  125. 

123.  The  rights  of  residents  along  the  line  of  a  railroad  to  compel 
a  continuance  of  the  operdtion  of  the  road,  who  have  extended  aid 
through  grants  of  taxes  and  donations  of  cash,  labor,  and  materials, 
and  have  made  valuable  improvements  in  property  and  the  like  in 
reliance  upon  the  continued  operation  of  the  road,  are  not  lost  by  a 
sale  of  the  road  under  the  foreclosure  proceedings,  and  the  right  inheres 
against  the  purchaser  and  his  successor.  Smith  v.  Atlantic  Southern 
R.  Co.  (la.)  P.U.R.1916F,  125. 

124.  A  successor  company  to  a  railroad  company  which  has  re- 
ceived aid  through  grants  of  taxes  and  donations  of  money,  labor,  and 
material  from  residents  along  the  line,  who  have  made  valuable  im- 
provements in  property  and  the  like  in  the  faith  of  the  continued 
operation  of  the  road,  cannot  abandon  the  operation  of  the  road  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  operated  at  a  loss,  until  a  fair  and  reasonable  trial 
demonstrates  such  fact.  Smith  v.  Atlantic  Southern  R.  Co.  (la.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  125. 

125.  A  railroad  was  ordered  to  operate  one  mixed  train  in  each  direc- 
tion daily,  except  Sunday,  between  certain  towns  for  the  transportation 
of  all  traffic,  rather  than  to  permit  it  to  abandon  operations  entirely, 
although  the  entire  road  had  been  operated  at  a  loss,  where  a  fair 
trial  of  its  earning  capacity  has  not  been  given  and  it  is  probable  that 
a  reduced  train  service,  discontinuance  of  an  unremunerative  part  of 
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the  road,  and  placing  the  remainder  in  proper  working  condition,  will 
prove  satisfactory  to  the  railroad  and  the  public.  Smith  v.  Atlantic 
Southern  R.  Co.  (la.)  P.U.R.1915F,  125. 

126.  In  a  proceeding  to  compel  the  continuance  of  operation  of  a 
railroad  claimed  to  be  operated  at  a  loss,  the  fact  that  the  purchaser 
of  the  road  at  a  foreclosure  sale  sold  the  road  to  himself,  under  the 
guise  of  a  company,  at  an  excessive  price,  or  that  an  excessive  amount 
of  bonds  or  stock  has  been  issued  to  him,  is  a  circumstance  to  be  con- 
sidered, although  it  is  not  the  controlling  factor.  Smith  y.  Atlantic 
Southern  R.  Co.   (la.)   P.U.R.1915F,  125. 

127.  A  railroad  was  allowed  to  discontinue  two  passenger  trains  oper- 
ated at  a  loss  to  counteract  the  decreased  operating  revenue  ol  the 
»road,  where  the  train  service  was  not  thereby  reduced  below  a  reason- 
able minimum  although  resulting  in  inconvenience  to  the  public. 
Wagner  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1015F,  905. 

128.  In  determining  whether  a  railroad  company  will  be  permitted 
to  discontinue  a  separate  daily  passenger  service  on  a  branch  line,  by 
installing  a  mixed  passenger  and  freight  service,  the  earnings  and  cost 
of  operation  of  branch  line  service  must  be  determined  as  near  as 
possible;  and  where  it  plainly  appears  that  the  cost  of  operating  the 
branch  line  with  separate  daily  passenger  service  greatly  exceeds  the 
earnings  and  revenues  derivable  from  such  branch,  the  carrier  is  within 
the  exception  of  chapter  200,  laws  1907,  permitting  the  substitution  of 
mixed  service,  and  prima  facie  is  entitled  to  be  permitted  to  operate  a 
daily  mixed  passenger  and  freight  train.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste. 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221, 
162  N.  W.  613). 

129.  A  railway  company  was  authorized  to  remove  its  rails  on  a 
branch  line,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  prospective  individual 
shipper  would  be  inconvenienced  thereby,  Tyhere  it  was  found  upon  in- 
spection that  little  or  no  business  existed  there,  that  the  track  was  in 
unsafe  condition,  and  that  extensive  repairs  would  be  required  upon 
the  roadbed  and  bridges.  Re  Tremont  &  G.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
457. 

130.  The  Commission  refused  to  order  a  railroad  company  to  reinstate 
a  fourth  passenger  train  each  way  between  two  points  on  its  line,  al- 
though the  discontinued  train  has  been  in  operation  for  ten  years;  it 
appearing  that  the  curtailed  service  was  better  than  that  provided  by 
other  railroads,  and  that  the  additional  service  could  only  be  furnished 
at  a  loss  to  the  company.  Lowrey  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  717. 

(h)    Temporary  stispension  of  service. 

131.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  allowed  to  close  or  suspend  traffic 
on  account  of  snow  interference,  or  snow  slides  alone,  for  any  longer 
period  than  is  absolutely  necessary  to  remove  the  same.  Re  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916A,  383. 

132.  A  railroad  company  was  given  permission  to  suspend  service  on 
a  branch  line  for  a  portion  of  the  winter  months  if,  on  account  of  earth 
or  rock  slides,  it  would  be  hazardous  to  employees  or  passengers,  in  the 
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judgment  of  the  superintendent  of  the  division,  to  operate  trains,  cer- 
tain other  facilities  being  ordered  for  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers, mail,  express,  and  freight.  Re  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.UJ1.1916A,  383. 

7.  Street  railvmya, 

133.  The  abandonment  of  a  particular  line  of  a  street  railway  should 
not  be  permitted,  merely  because  for  the  time  being  it  is  conducted  at  a 
loss.    Re  Empire  United  R.  Co.  (N.  Y,)  P.U.R.1915E,  263. 

S,  Telegraphs, 

134.  Where  a  telegraph  company  maintained  a  telegraph  station  for 
a  number  of  years  at  an  average  deficit  of  $134.33  per  annum,  it  should 
have  applied  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  permission  to  dis- 
continue it,  and  it  was  unlawful  to  close  the  station  and  quit  business 
thereat  until  such  permission  was  granted.  State  ex  reL  Caster  v. 
Kansas  Postal-Teleg.  Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  222  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  — , 
150  Pac.  544). 

9.  Telephones, 

135.  Authority  was  denied  a  telephone  company  to  abandon  one  of 
its  lines,  7i  miles  long,  for  the  reasons  that  the  company  had  never 
made  any  effort  to  secure  new  and  additional  subscribers,  that  the  line, 
when  built,  became  impressed  with  a  public  service,  that  a  part  of  the 
public  insisted  that  it  required  the  service,  and  that  there  seemed  to 
be  a  possibility  of  increasing  its  revenues  by  securing  new  and  addi- 
tional patronage,  although  it  appeared  that  the  applicant  owned  the 
poles  in  such  line,  only  2i  miles  of  the  distance,  that  the  line  was 
depreciating,  and  that  the  present  revenue  was  insufficient  to  furnish 
proper  maintenance,  depreciation,  and  a  reasonable  earning  on  the  in- 
vestment.   Re  Haven  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1014. 

IV.  Written  contract  for  service. 

136.  A  rule  of  an  electric  company  requiring  that  each  customer  sign 
an  application  or  agreement  to  pay  for  service,  such  application  being 
made  at  the  time  ihe  service  is  originally  established,  was  h6ld  reason- 
able, but  it  was  also  held  that  where  customers  have  been  served  for 
some  period  of  time,  and  their  names  have  been  carried  regularly  on 
the  customers*  ledger  of  the  company,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  re- 
quire a  new  application  from  each  customer  at  the  time  new  rates 
become  effective.  Re  New  Egypt  Light,  Heat,  Power  &  Water  Co.  (N. 
J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  820. 

137.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  require  an  applicant  for  service  to  sign 
a  contract,  where  the  utility's  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  are  estab- 
lished by  the  Commission,  but  a  written  application  may  be  required 
so  that  the  utility  may  secure  necessary  information  as  to  consumers. 
Re  Water,  G.  E.  A  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
717. 
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138.  An  electric  utility  will  not  be  permitted  to  require  a  consumer 
to  sign  a  contract  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  rendering  of  service, 
except  when  the  service  is  to  be  rendered  in  territory  outside  of  that 
in  which  the  utility  is  rendering  service,  such  contracts  to  be  subject 
to  review  by  the  Commission;  but  contracts  may  be  voluntarily  entered 
into  that  are  not  preferential  or  discriminatory.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R.1915F,  592. 


F.  Meters,  instiruinents  and  other  service  accessories  and 
connections, 

a.  In  general, 

139.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  purchase  of  subscribers, 
and  to  own,  all  telephone  equipment,  stock  issues  to  be  rearranged  on 
the  basis  of  the  new  investment.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.  D.)  P.UJt. 
1915A,  1032. 

140.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  policy  of 
permitting  individual  subscribers  or  stockholders  to  own  any  part  of  the 
equipment  going  into  the  construction  of  a  telephone  plant,  .on  the 
ground  that  it  is  contrary  to  telephone  practice  for  the  reason  that  it 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  company  properly  to  maintain,  operate,  or 
police  its  lines,  and  that  it  often  creates  dissension  and  tends  to  cause 
discrimination  in  the  practices  of  the  company.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S. 
D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

141.  A  telephone  company  must  furnish  telephone  instruments  when- 
ever it  becomes  necessary  to  replace  telephones  owned  by  subscribers,  or 
to  make  new  installations.  Re  Bluffs  k  W.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJR. 
1915A,  928. 

142.  In  making  connections  so  that  current  for  several  plants  under 
one  management  would  be  delivered  at  a  single  point,  the  consumer 
thereby  obtaining  a  lower  rate  for  the  large  consolidated  consumption, 
an  electric  utility  was  required  to  bear  the  expense  so  far  as  present 
consumers  were  concerned.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Nevada-Cali- 
fornia Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R.1915F,  592. 


b.  Care  of  equipment  on  consumers*  premises, 

143.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  if  the  telephone  instru- 
ment or  its  connections  are  maliciously  or  purposely  injured  the  sub- 
scriber must  pay  for  the  damage  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930;  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  369. 

144.  A  water  company  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  the  protection 
of  water  and  pipes  upon  a  consumer's  premises  from  freezing  on  the 
theory  that  they  have  been  installed  by  persons  interested  in  the  com- 
pany, since  tlie  conditions  within  the  house  are  entirely  beyond  the 
control  of  the  company  and  are  within  the  control  of  the  occupant.  Re 
Watson   (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A   307. 
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o.  Coat  of  water  service  connections* 

145.  A  water  company  should  not  be  ordered  to  bear  the  expense  of 
making  temporary  service  connections  for  the  benefit  of  a  consumer. 
Marin  Rock  Co.  v.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1067. 

146.  A  water  utility  in  supplying  service  to  a  new  consumer  must,  at 
its  own  expense,  tap  the  street  main  and  furnish  the  standard  con- 
nections, the  consumer  to  pay  at  cost  for  any  other  material  used  or 
labor  furnished  in  connection  with  the  installation  of  the  service  pipe  or 
curb  box  to  his  property  line.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water 
Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

147.  Water  utilities  were  not  required  to  install  and  maintain,  at 
their  own  expense,  service  pipes  from  the  main  line  on  streets  to  the 
property  line  of  the  consumers,  where,  in  the  absence  of  a  physical  valu- 
ation of  the  utilities,  it  appeared  that  the  necessary  capitalization  oi 
such  expense  to  the  utilities  would  be  more  harmful  to  consumers  than 
if  they  made  the  extension  at  their  own  expense.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

148.  A  water  company  having  a  franchise  to  use  the  streets  for  its 
mains  and  necessary  equipment  for  furnishing  water  to  a  city  and  its 
inhabitants  is  without  authority  to  charge  a  consumer  entitled  to  water 
"tapping  fees"  for  the  tapping  of  the  main  in  the  street  and  for  a 
service  pipe  leading  from  the  main  to  the  consumer's  property  line, 
since  such  service  pipe  is  a  part  of  the  distribution  system  of  a  water 
company  which  is  its  duty  to  furnish,  and  the  company  only  has  the 
right  to  escavate  and  lay  pipes  in  the  street.  South  Buckhannon  v. 
Buckhannon  Light  A  Water  Co.   (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

149.  A  water  company  charged  with  the  duty  of  maintaining  ade- 
quate facilities  and  rendering  reasonable  and  sufficient  service  must 
enlarge  the  laterals  at  its  own  expense  where  they  do  not  furnish  a 
sufficient  supply  of  water;  but  where  the  fault  is  with  the  equipment 
of  the  consumer,  the  company  is  not  obliged  to  furnish  an  additional 
connection  free  of  charge.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon  Light  & 
Water  Co.   (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

150.  The  Commission  will  order  that  the  cost  of  enlarging  or  repla- 
cing a  connection  to  furnish  an  adequate  water  supply  be  paid  by  the 
party  at  fault  where  it  is  clearly  shown  that  the  inadequacy  was  due 
to  the  fault  of  one  of  the  parties.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon 
Light  &  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

151.  The  consumer  must  pay  the  cost  of  renewing  a  connection  origi- 
nally too  small  to  furnish  an  adequate  supply  of  water  which  was  put 
in  in  conformity  to  his  order  at  his  expense,  and  accepted  and  used  by 
him,  under  the  custom  that  formerly  obtained,  requiring  the  consumer 
to  pay  for  the  connection,  since  it  was  his  duty  to  see  that  such  con- 
nection was  adequate  and  proper.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon 
Light  &  W^ater  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1916F,  383. 

152.  A  regulation  of  a  city  operating  a  municipal  water  plant  which 
requires  a  consumer,  when  a  meter  is  attached  at  his  request,  to  pay 
the  cost  of  the  meter  and  the  expense  of  the  attaching  it  and  keeping 
it  in  good  repair,  is  unjust  and  uitreasonable.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  561. 
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153.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  requiring  consumers  to  pay  for 
valves,  cocks,  and  stop  boxes  was  held  reasonable.  Leavenworth  v. 
Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

d.  Oivnership  of  metera. 

154.  A  regulation  by  a  city  operating  a  municipal  water  plant,  re- 
quiring consumers  to  provide  themselves  with  meters  to  be  procured 
from  the  city,  is  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  561. 

155.  A  municipal  water  company  was  exempted  from  the  provision 
of  a  statute  which  required  utilities  to  provide  their  own  meters, 
where  it  was  shown  that  owners  of  property  were  in  a  better  position 
to  protect  meters  than  the  companies;  that  an  unusually  large  percent- 
age of  the  population  were  renters;  that  the  expense  of  making  the 
change  would  be  large,  and  that  the  company  needed  its  funds  for  neces- 
sary additions  to  its  mains.  Re  Platteville  Municipal  Waterworks 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  705. 

156.  Water  utilities  adopting  the  meter  system  must  provide,  install, 
and  maintain  the  meters  at  their  own  expense,  except  that  consumers 
may  be  required  to  provide  meter  boxes  at  special  locations,  and  also 
to  pay  for  any  unusual  piping.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water 
Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

157.  Water  utilities  adopting  the  meter  system  that  are  financially 
unable  to  acquire  meters  owned  by  consumers  were  permitted  to  pur- 
chase such  meters  at  a  pro  rata  value,  paying  for  them  in  instalments 
limited  to  a  reasonable  time,  and  refunding  to  the  consumers  by  mean  a 
of  a  percentage  allowance  on  monthly  or  quarterly  bills  for  water  con- 
sumed. Public  Service  Commission  v.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.UH. 
1916E,  866. 

158.  Water  consumers  desiring  meters  installed,  which  utilities  are 
financially  unable  to  purchase,  were  permitted  to  purchase  meters 
through  the  utilities,  which  were  required  to  install  the  meters  at  their 
own  expense  and  to  refund  the  purchase  price  by  means  of  a  percent- 
age allowance  on  monthly  or  quarterly  bills,  allowing  interest  to 
consumers  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)   P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

159.  It  is  desirable  that  a  water  utility,  charging  for  water  according 
to  a  meter-rate  schedule,  should  own  the  meters,  since  divided  ownership 
of  equipment  of  such  a  utility  does  not  result  in  the  most  effective 
service.    Re  Light  &  Water  Commission  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  539. 

160.  Upon  granting  an  increase  in  rates  for  water  to  conform  to 
rates  fixed  by  the  Commission  for  the  company  in  another  city,  it  was 
ordered  that  all  meters  be  paid  for  and  set  up  at  the  expense  of  the 
company,  and  all  extensions  be  made  at  its  expense  as  provided  in  the 
other  city.    Re  San  Jose  Water  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

161.  A  rule  requiring  patrons  to  purchase  their  water  meters  from 
the  company  is  reasonable,  provided  the  company  buys  them  to  the 
best  advantage  and  sells  them  with(yit  profit,  and  the  meters  are  such 
as  give  the  best  service  at  the  least  expense.  Leavenworth  v.  Leaven- 
Worth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 
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162.  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  proposed  schedule  of  elec- 
tric light  and  power  rates,  it  was  held  that  where  customers  did  not  own 
their  own  meters  the  company  should  either  purchase  the  instruments  or 
pay  a  satisfactory  rental  therefor.  Re  Burlington  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117. 

163.  A  telephone  company  was  not  required  to  equip  at  its  own  ex- 
pense the  telephones  of  measured-service  subscribers  with  meters  or 
registers  to  record  the  number  of  calls,  but  was  ordered  to  equip  the 
telephone  station  of  any  subscriber  making  a  request  therefor  with  a 
suitable  recording  device  which  will  immediately  register  every  local 
message  charged  to  his  account,  and  to  change  a  siim  not  exceeding 
$1.50  per  year  or  any  fraction  of  a  year  for  installation  and  mainte- 
nance.   Re  Caro  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  792. 

e.  Electric  transformers  and  lightning  arresters, 

164.  An  electric  light  and  power  company  must,  in  Wisconsin,  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  service  to  a  customer  in  a  reasonably  safe  and 
reliable  manner,  install,  at  its  own  expense,  a  new  transformer  and 
lightning  arresters,  where  a  transformer  previously  installed  by  it  just 
outside  the  customer's  premises,  and  not  protected  by  lightning  ar- 
resters, was  burned  out,  presumably  as  the  result  of  an  electric  storm. 
Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  171. 

165.  The  Wisconsin  statute  which  exempts  utilities  from  the  require- 
ment of  installing  on  consumer's  premises  any  part  of  the  facilities 
incident  to  service,  except  meters  and  appliances  for  measurement,  does 
not  apply  to  transformers  not  located  on  consumer's  premises,  and  to 
lightning  arresters,  usually  installed  on  the  same  pole  as  the  trans- 
former.   Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  171. 

166.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  public  utility  supplying  electricity  for  light 
and  power  to  provide  such  devices  as  transformers  and  lightning  ar- 
resters as  are  necessary  for  the  reasonable  protection  of  the  consumer 
and  his  property  from  electric  storms  and  from  current  carried  by  high 
voltage  transmission  lines.  Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.191^A,  171. 

167.  It  is  the  duty  of  an  electric  utility  to  furnish  the  transformer 
and  lightning  arrester  or  other  safety  appliances  necessary  to  provide 
safe  and  usable  current  for  a  rural  consumer  who  constructs  his  service 
line  of  adequate  capacity  to  the  transmission  line,  notwithstanding  the 
investment  of  the  utility  is  somewhat  larger  than  an  urban  consumer 
would  require.  Re  Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  216. 

VI,  Discrimination, 

Discrimination  in  service,  see  Discrimination,  193-213. 

VII.  Service  hy  particular  utilities, 

a.  Electricity, 

168.  It  is  of  interest  both  to  an  electric  K^t  and  power  company 
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and  to  the  public  that  rules  of  service  should  be  published  and  definitely 
known.    Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

169.  Rules  relating  to  standards  of  service,  adopted  by  the  Arizona 
Commission,  to  be  observed  by  gas  and  electric  corporations,  were  or- 
dered to  become  effective  from  and  after  May  1,  1916.  Re  Standards 
for  Gas  &  Electric  Service  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  641. 

170.  All  corporations  and  persons  furnishing  electric  service  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  are  required  to  obey  and  comply  with  the  regula- 
tions for  such  service,  prescribed  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  in 
order  No.  139,  January  30,  1916,  unless,  upon  application  to  the  Com- 
mission, modifications  or  exemptions  are  authorized.  Re  Electric  Serv- 
ice in  District  of  Columbia  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915A,  627. 

171.  An  electric  lighting  company  was  ordered  to  make  such  ad- 
ditions and  tests  as  would  render  it  able  to  supply  its  consumers  with 
reasonably  adequate  service,  and  to  observe  and  comply  with  the  ade- 
quate and  serviceable  standards  ascertained  and  fixed  by  the  Commission 
in  the  rules  established  by  its  order  of  August  9,  1913.  Re  liady smith 
Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1060. 

172-173.  An  electric  utility  was  found  by  the  Idaho  Conmiission  to 
be  rendering  reasonably  good  service  to  the  community  which  it  served, 
notwithstanding  the  unsatisfactory  character  of  its  heating  service,  on 
the  ground  that  electricity  from  an  economic  standpoint  is  too  expensive 
to  be  used  for  heating  purposes.  Re  Idaho  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1916A,  2. 

174.  Consumers  of  electrical  power  were  given  the  privilege  of  in- 
stalling a  ''standby"  or  emergency  plant,  to  be  used  whenev^  the  utility 
might  not  be  able  to  furnish  current.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Nevada-California  Power  Co.    (Nevada)   P.U.R.1916F,  592. 

176.  An  electrical  utility  furnishing  power  to  separate  plants  should 
install  isolating  switches,  so  that  an  interruption  of  service  at  one 
plant  will  not  interfere  with  another  upon  the  same  line.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nevada)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  692. 

176.  A  city  operating  an  electric  plant  and  furnishing  light  as  a 
public  utility  was  ordered  to  make  certain  specified  changes  in  its 
plant  in  order  to  render  proper  service,  it  being  found  that  the  service 
afforded  by  the  existing  plant  was  unreasonable,  insufScieut,  and  in- 
adequate.   Purviance  v.  Attica  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19i6£,  339. 

177.  An  electric  company  which  has  served  a  consumer  for  several 
years  cannot  arbitrarily  cut  its  current  off  on  the  ground  that  the 
wiring  is  unsafe,  merely  because  the  consumer  refuses  to  furnish  af- 
firmative evidence  of  continued  safety  in  the  form  of  a  certificate  ob- 
tained from  a  particular  designated  unofficial  organization.  Ryder  v. 
Great  Bear  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y,)  P.U.R.1916B,  677. 

178.  An  electric  company  has  the  right  of  access  to  a  customer's 
premises  at  reasonable  hours  to  ascertain  the  number  of  lamps  in  use, 
where  the  customer  is  receiving  current  under  a  fiat  rate  per  lamp; 
and  also  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  installation  in  the  interest  of 
safety.    Ryder  v.  Great  Bear  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B,  677. 

179.  An  electric  power  rate  schedule  was  approved  which  reserved  in 
the  company  the  option,  in  the  case  of  new  consumers,  of  supplying 
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either  single  or  three  phase  current  to  power  installations  of  less  than 
3  horse  power.  Monterey  Y.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1015A,  725. 

180.  For  an  equal  expenditure  of  money,  more  illumination  for  street 
lighting  can  be  secured  by  a  municipality  from  four-ampere  luminous 
arc  lamps  of  700  candle  power  at  $45  per  lamp  per  year,  than  from 
type  C  Mazda  lamps  of  250  candle  power,  at  $37  per  lamp  per  year. 
Re  Jenkins  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C,  895. 

181.  An  offer  to  install  and  furnish  '72  or  more  250  candle  power 
type  C  Mazda  lamps  with  street  hoods''  is  in  accordance  with  the 
specifications  in  an  advertisement  by  a  township  for  street  light- 
ing, requiring  the  furnishing  of  '72  or  more  Westinghouse  metallic 
flame  arc  lams  or  any  other  modem  lighting  system  equally  aa  good." 
Re  Jenkins  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915C,  896. 

h,  CHiB. 

182.  In  providing  rates  to  be  charged  by  a  gas  company,  the  Call- 
fomia  Commission  prescribed  certain  regulations  bearing  on  the  ac- 
curacy of  the  service  meters.  Meade  v.  Pacific  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.UJ1.1915D,  630. 

183.  It  is  not  reasonable  that  a  gas  company,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  supplying  gas,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  defective  material 
and  workmanship,  remove  and  replace  at  the  customer's  expense  a  meter 
inlet  connection  already  furnished  by  the  owner.  Re  Cambridge  Gas- 
light Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  659. 

184.  Rules  relating  to  standards  of  service,  adopted  by  the  Arizona 
Commission,  to  be  observed  by  gas  and  electric  corporations,  were 
ordered  to  become  effective  from  and  after  May  1,  1915.  Re  Standards 
for  Gas  &  E.  Service  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916B,  541. 

184a.  An  order  fixing  standards  for  the  measurement  of  the  purity 
of  gas,  and  for  candle  and  heating  power,  was  adopted  by  the  Mary- 
land Commission,  to  become  effective  on  and  after  July  1,  1915.  Ex 
parte  Standards  for  Gas  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915B,  884. 

o.  Heating. 

185.  A  power  company  was  required  to  pay  for  changing  from  a 
pneumatic  to  a  hydraulic  system  of  heat  regulation  in  cases  where 
the  owner  had  already  paid  for  the  pneumatic  installation.  La  Crosse 
V.  Wisconsin-Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  421. 

186.  Valves  connecting  mains  with  service  installations  of  a  company 
furnishing  heat  to  its  customers  should  be  under  the  control  of  the 
company,  and  kept  locked  by  it.  La  Crosse  v.  Wisconsin-Minnesota 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  421. 

187.  A  company  supplying  heat  to  its  customers  should  have  the  right 
to  determine  the  number  of  square  feet  of  radiating  service,  the  size 
of  the  supply  pipes,  the  location  of  radiators  and  pipes  and,  in  general, 
should  either  install  all  services  or  approve  plans  when  the  work  of 
installation  is  performed  by  other  persons.  La  Crosse  ▼.  Wisconsin- 
Minnesota  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJt.l915C,  421. 
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d.  Inclined  plane, 

188.  An  inclined-plane  company  was  ordered  to  provide  on  each  trip 
heavy  wheel  blocks  or  chains,  fastened  to  the  floors  of  cars,  for  holding 
vehicles  firmly  in  one  position  during  transit.  Geer  v.  Cambria  In- 
clined-Plane Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  88. 

189.  An  inclined-plane  company  was  ordered,  among  other  things,  to 
post  notices  of  its  general  schedule  of  or  principles  followed  in  deter- 
mining the  time  of  trips,  of  maximum  time  between  trips,  of  precedence 
during  rush  hours  of  foot  passengers  over  vehicles,  and  of  precedence 
of  vehicles  in  case  the  driver  of  one  vehicle  declines  to  occupy  inclined 
car  when  another  vehicle  is  thereon.  Geer  v.  Cambria  Inclined-Plane 
Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  88. 

190.  Inclined-plane  stairway  signs  marked  "Danger"  are  an  insuffi- 
cient warning,  without  further  explanation;  and  a  platform  sign,  "Pas- 
sengers Ride  Here  at  Their  Own  Risk,"  is  unreasonable,  since,  if  the 
company  receives  passengers  at  such  a  place,  it  should  not  notify  them 
that  they  are  there  at  their  own  risk.  Geer  v.  Cambria  Inclined- 
Plane  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  88. 

e>  Interurhan  railways. 

1,  In  general, 

I 
Interurban  railway  not  permitted  to  abandon  passenger  service  upon 
leasing  certain  of  its  lines  to  street  railway  company,  see  Con- 
solidation, Merges  and  Sale,  33. 

191.  The  Commission  will  not  interfere  to  any  great  extent  with 
through  train  service  on  interurban  railways,  having  in  mind  the  pur- 
poses for  which  a  limited  service  is  operated,  and  the  necessity  of  main- 
taining this  type  of  service  for  the  convenience  and  encouragement  of 
through  travel  and  for  competition  with  similar  service  maintained  by 
steam  railroads.  Chromaster  y.  Milwaukee  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  834. 

192.  Interurban  station  platforms  give  inadequate  service  where  they 
are  not  level  with  the  top  of  the  rail  but  slope  rapidly  down  so  that 
the  normal  elevation  of  car  steps  is  increased  from  16 1  inches  to  24 
inches  at  the  stations.  Social  Service  Club  v.  Portland  R.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915E,  701. 

193.  The  Montana  Commission  refused  to  order  an  interurban  rail- 
way which  was  operated  at  a  loss  to  operate  its  cars  in  charge  of  a 
conductor  as  well  as  of  a  motorman,  so  as  to  protect  passengers  from 
drunken  and  disorderly  men  riding  on  the  cars,  since  the  Commission 
was  of  the  opinion  that  the  situation  could  be  properly  taken  care  of 
by  the  motorman  under  orders  from  the  company,  with  the  aid  of 
passengers  in  extreme  cases.  Beauleiu  v.  Missoula  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  347. 

194.  The  California  Commission  does  not  look  with  favor  upon  a 
proposal  to  compel  a  carrier  to  issue  transfers  which  will  be  honored 
at  any  points  except  where  the  connecting  lines  cross  or  meet;  nor 
should  carriers  be  required  to  issue  transfers  that  will  permit  passen* 
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gers  practically  to  return  to  their  starting  point.  Re  Peninsular  R. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  7«3. 

2,  Car  equipment  and  MLnUatUm. 

195.  An  interurban  railway  with  a  running  schedule  of  about  one 
hour  was  ordered  to  clean  certain  of  its  cars  which  were  in  operation 
about  eighteen  hours  a  day,  upon  their  arrival  at  the  terminal  point 
during  the  afternoon,  which  cleaning  was  to  be  done  in  addition  to  the 
daily  cleaning  which  the  railway  company  had  previously  been  doing. 
Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Denver  &  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Colo.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  637. 

196.  An  interurban  railway  company  which  niaintained  smoking  com- 
partments in  its  cars  was  ordered  to  provide  cuspidors  for  the  use  of 
passengers  in  such  compartments.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Den- 
ver &  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  637. 

197.  In  determining  that  lower  steps  of  interurban  cars  should  not 
be  more  than  15  inches  from  the  top  of  the  rail,  the  Commission  stated 
that  intermediate  steps  should  not  exceed  14  inches  in  height.  Social 
Service  Club  v.  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)   P.U.R.1916E,  701. 

198.  Lower  steps  of  interurban  cars  which  exceed  15  inches  in  height 
.  above  the  top  of  the  rail  are  unreasonably  high,  but  the  carrier  was 

required  only  to  remodel  equipment  so  that  steps  would  have  a  clearance 
of  16i  inches,  where  such  clearance  was  required  by  the  construction 
of  a  public  bridge.  Social  Service  Club  v.  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Or.)  P.U.R.1915E,  701. 

8,  Seats  for  passengera, 

199.  An  interurban  railway  with  a  running  schedule  of  about  one 
hour  was  ordered  to  attach  a  trailer  to  its  cars  upon  leaving  the  start- 
ing point,  and  upon  leaving,  in  either  direction,  a  station  about  midway 
between  the  terminal  points,  whenever  the  seating  capacity  of  the 
original  car  was  filled,  and  at  such  other  times  as  the  conductor,  in  his 
discretion  and  from  his  experience,  has  reason  to  expect  a  congested  con- 
dition of  travel  upon  that  trip.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Denver 
&  Interurban  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  637. 

4.  Time  and  place  for  sale  of  tickets, 

200.  A  cigar  store  is  not  a  suitable  place  to  require  the  traveling 
public  to  enter  in  order  to  purchase  railway  tickets.  Beauleiu  v. 
Missoula  Street  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  347. 

201.  An  interurban  railway  company  which  offers  round-trip  tickets 
at  a  reduced  rate  found  to  be  reasonable  was  ordered  to  keep  such  tickets 
on  sale  at  suitable  places  during  the  fifteen-minute  interval  prior  to 
the  departure  of  each  car.  Beauleiu  v.  Missoula  Street  R.  Co.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  347. 

5.  BaggcLge  and  express. 

202.  The  Colorado  Commission  refused  to  require  an  interurban  rail- 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 31. 
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way  to  install  an  express  service  upon  its  road,  where  a  steam  railroad 
operated  between  all  the  stations  through  which  the  interurban  railroad 
operated.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Denver  &  Interurban  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  637. 

203.  The  Colorado  Commission  refused  to  require  an  interurban 
railway  to  install  baggage  service  for  the  convenience  of  its  passengers, 
where  it  appeared  that  a  steam  railroad  operated  between  all  of  the 
towns  through  which  the  interurban  railway  passed,  and  that  an  ar- 
rangement could  be  made  between  the  steam  railroad  and  the  inter- 
urban road  whereby  the  purchaser  of  a  ticket  upon  the  latter  could, 
by  paying  a  small  sum  in  addition,  check  his  baggage  over  the  steam 
road.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Denver  &  Interurban  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  637. 

6,  Stops. 

204.  Interurban  cars,  when  substituted  withoilt  notice  for  suburban 
car  service,  on  the  schedule  of  a  railroad  company,  were  required  to 
make  all  stops  designated  for  both.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Trac- 
tion Co.  V.  Cudahy  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  893. 

205.  An  interurban  railway  furnishing  only  through  service  was  or- 
dered, either  by  equipping  its  railroad  with  side  tracks  and  additional 
cars  or  otherwise,  to  stop  a  car  every  two  hours  in  each  direction  be- 
ginning with  the  first  car  in  the  morning,  at  certain  designated  points 
between  the  regular  stops,  where  passengers  living  beside  the  track  had 
been  obliged  to  walk  from  1  to  2  miles  to  board  the  cars.  Brann  v. 
Androscoggin  Electric  O).   (Me.)   P.U.R.1915B,  686. 

206.  An  interurban  railway  which  had  not  been  stopping  its  cars  be- 
tween the  terminal  point  in  a  city  and  the  city  limits  was  ordered  to  . 
stop  its  outbound  cars  at  certain  streets  for  the  convenience  of  many 
suburban  passengers  who  desire  to  take  the  cars  at  some  point  between 
the  terminal  stop  and  the  city  limits.  Public  Utilities  Conunission  v. 
Denver  &  Interurban  R.  Co.   (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  637. 

2Q7.  That  it  would  be  difficult  to  restart  interurban  cars  after  stop- 
ping at  a  designated  point,  on  account  of  the  steepness  of  the  grade, 
and  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  do  so  in  the  winter  months,  will  not 
justify  refusal  to  stop  there  in  the  summer  months,  where  this  can  be 
done  without  jeopardizing  the  public  or  interfering  with  the  mainte- 
nance of  schedules,  and  where  the  public  convenience  requires  it.  Brad- 
ford ▼.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.B.I91fiA, 
832. 

f.  Irrigation  companies* 

208.  The  statutory  rule  that  as  between  appropriatora  of  water  flow 
ing  in  a  river  or  stream,  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation,  the  one  prior 
in  time  is  the  first  in  right,  should  control  secondary  appropriationa; 
that  is,  those  from  a  canal  to  the  land  of  the  individual;  and  it  is  im- 
material whether  the  appropriator  is  the  owner  of  stock  in  an  irriga- 
tion company,  or  not.  Hanunon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.  (Kan.) 
P.UJ1.1916C,  1. 
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209.  An  irrigation  company  was  ordered  to  a&sume  control  and  main- 
tenance of  irrigation  laterals  in  a  certain  section  formerly  controlled 
and  maintained  by  private  landowners,  it  appearing  that  public  neces* 
sity  would  be  best  subserved  thereby;  but  such  order  was  made  upon 
condition  that  an  agreement  be  signed  by  the  owners  of  75  per  cent  of 
the  land  affected  to  pay  the  actual  cost,  not  exceeding  85  cents  per 
acre  for  the  first  two  years,  60  cents  during  the  third  and  fourth  years, 
and  25  cents  during  each  subsequent-  year.  Porter  y.  Fresno  Canal  & 
Irrig.  Co.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  696. 

210.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  certain  waters  secured  by 
a  water  company  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation  were  limited  to  par- 
ticular lands  of  a  tract  on  both  sides  of  a  river,  the  Commission 
refused  to  order  the  construction  of  a  flume  or  siphon  to  compel  the 
owners  of  land  on  one  side  of  the  river,  long  accustomed  to  the  use 
of  such  water,  to  share  the  same  in  times  of  scarcity  with  the  acreage 
on  the  other  side,  which  had  not  hitherto  used  such  waters  except 
in  sporadic  cases;  since  it  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Commission  to 
require  the  distribution  of  an  available  water  supply  over  such  an 
area  of  land  that  no  one  will  receive  much  good  therefrom,  but  rather 
to  limit  the  distribution  to  those  who  have  theretofore  actually  used 
it,  as  long  as  the  supply  is  not  sufficient  for  the  irrigation  of  a  larger 
acreage.    Ferrasci  v.  Empire  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  438. 

g.  Railroads, 

1*  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  safety  regulations  for  railroads,  P.U.R. 

3915E,  914. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  stockyard  facilities,  P.U.R.1915E,  914. 
Conflicting   state   and    Federal    regulations   concerning   interchange   of 

railroad  traffic,  see  Interstate  Commebce,  8,  9. 
Regulation  of  sleeping  cars  operated  primarily  on  interstate  trains  as 

interference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  I:»tebstate  Commebce» 

12. 
Requiring  interstate  trains  to  stop  at  small  villages  as  interference 

with    interstate   commerce,    see   Intebstate   Commebgb,    13-15. 
Duty  to  maintain  terminal  facilities  at  stock  yards,  see  Railboaob,  2. 

211.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  required  to  operate  a  train  to 
meet  the  special  requirements  of  shippers  of  perishable  farm  products, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  sufficient  freight  will  be  regularly  offered 
to  give  reasonable  assurance  of  operation  without  loss,  and  the  shippers 
are  unwilling  to  guarantee  sufficient  shipments  to  yield  a  reasonable 
return  at  the  regular  rates  or  to  assume  responsibility  for  the  operation 
of  the  train  as  a  special  in  event  of  light  shipment.  Farmers'  Transp. 
Asso.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  242. 

212.  The  duty  of  a  railroad  corporation  to  provide  fit  and  suitable 
roadbeds  and  tracks  aqd  rolling  stock  may  be  distinguished  from  the 
duty  to  provide  station  and  depot  agencies  along  its  line  of  road.  The 
one  is  an  essentially  higher  and  more  important  duty  than  the  other. 
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In  the  later  case  the  fact  that  the  performance  of  the  duty  will  bo 
unremunerative  may  be  considered  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  the  order  requiring  it  to  be  performed.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs. 
V.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  166,  67 
So.  906). 

213.  The  Commission  cannot  require  a  railroad  company  which  had 
been  required  to  relocate  its  tracks  because  of  the  taking  by  the  city 
of  New  York  for  reservoir  purposes  of  a  large  tract  of  land  including 
land  occupied  by  the  company,  to  do  more  than  fairly  s^re  the  new 
territory  under  all  of  the  circumstances  and  conditions  created  by 
the  relocation  of  its  line,  merely  because  it  had  received  damages  for 
the  taking  of  its  property.  Glenford  v.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  1072. 

214.  A  railroad  company  may  be  compelled  to  repair  and  maintain 
a  bridge  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  and  of  industries  at  a  certain 
point,  although  the  bridge  was  constructed  by  the  railroad  company 
under  an  agreement  with  a  lumber  company  that  the  latter  would  bear 
the  entire  costs  of  construction  and  maintenance.  Spooner  v.  Canadian 
Northern  R.  Co.   (Minn.)   P.U.R.1916C,  859. 

215.  It  was  recommended  that  the  rules  of  a  railroad  with  reference 
to  the  distance  a  flagman  should  go  to  protect  his  train  from  collision 
should  be  modified  from  requiring  "a  sufficient  distance  to  insure  full 
protection,"  to  requiring  "at  least  seventeen  telegraph  poles  away  from 
the  place  to  be  protected."  Re  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
138. 

2,  Service  by  logging  roculs  aa  common  carriers, 

216.  A  small  logging  railroad,  while  holding  itself  out  as  a  common 
carrier,  is  required  to  furnish  reasonably  adequate  service  at  all  times. 
Horning  v.  Big  Falls  R.  Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1915A,  826. 

217.  The  operation  of  a  r^^ular  train  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
and  passengers  twice  a  week  each  way  on  a  branch-line  logging  road 
was  held  adequate  where  the  traffic  was  so  small  as  to  warrant  no 
more  than  a  minimiun  of  regular  service.  Foster  t.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  406. 

218.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  compelled  to  operate  a  spur 
track  as  a  part  of  its  system  and  as  a  common  carrier,  where  the  right 
of  way  for  the  spur  was  conveyed  to  a  lumber  company  on  condition 
that  it  should  be  used  only  for  operating  a  logging  railroad,  and  the 
use  of  steel  was  granted  to  it  only  so  long  as  the  track  should  be  used 
as  an  industry  track,  and  the  lumber  company  has  never  operated  as  a 
common  carrier,  and  the  railroad  company  has  never  filed  any  tariffs 
covering  the  spur,  nor  operated  over  it  except  in  switching  for 
the  lumber  company.  Meyer  v.  Marinette,  T.  &  W.  R.  (Do.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  411. 

8.  Physical  connection. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  physical  connection  and  joint  serrice  of 
railroads,  P.U.R.1916E,  914. 
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219.  A  reasonable  necessity  for  an  order  requiring  that  an  interchange 
track  be  arranged  for  direct  connection  between  railway  lines  does  not 
exist  where  it  is  shown  that  such  connection  would  only  have  been  uti- 
lized for  twelve*  cars  of  freight  in  six  months;  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  469. 

220.  The  fact  that  each  of  two  competing  railroads  fears  that  the 
other  will  gain  some  undue  advantage  by  the  establishment  of  a  con- 
nection within  a  city  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  the  denial  of  a  petition  for  such  connection,  since  such  car- 
riers have  no  prescriptive  right  to  the  business.'  Re  Merritt  Mfg.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915F,  360. 

4,  Through  route  and  joint  rates, 

221.  The  existence  of  a  satisfactory  through  route  and  joint  rate  for 
transporting  passengers  between  two  cities  does  not  preclude  the  Com- 
mission from  requiriag  the  railroads  to  establish  a  through  route  and 
joint  rate  betwe^i  one  city  and  points  beyond  the  other  city.  Grand 
Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Commission  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
806. 

222.  The  right  to  require  a  railroad  to  join  in  establishing  a  through 
route  and  joint  rate  for  passengers  transported  over  its  road  between 
two  cities  and  over  the  road  of  another  company  beyond  one  of  the 
cities  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  there  may  be  another  route  estab- 
lished by  the  latter  company,  where  the  road  of  the  latter,  after  leav- 
ing the  eity,  runs  nearly  at  right  angles  to  the  objector's  line,  and  does 
not  originate  its  traffic  in  the  same  general  territory.  Grand  Rapids 
&  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Michigan  R.  Commission  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916F,  805. 

223.  A  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  establish,  in  connection  with 
an  automobile  stage  line  operating  from  a  point  on  the  railroad,  a 
through  route  and  joint  rates  from  points  on  its  line  to  certain  points 
reached  by  the  stage  line,  where  the  distance  to  the  furthest  of  these 
points  was  about  13^  miles  and  covered  by  the  stage  line  in  one  hour, 
while  the  existing  through  route  maintained  by  the  railroad  company 
in  connection  with  a  steamer  took  at  least  nine  hours.  Tarpey  v. 
Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  621. 

d.  Station  facUUies. 
(a)  In  general. 

See  also  supra,  35-37. 

224.  The  mere  showing  that  the  subscribers  of  a  telephone  company 
have  no  means  of  communicating  with  a  railroad  depot  is  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  an  order  compelling  the  railroad  ccmipany,  in  the  further- 
ance of  its  duty  as  a  common  carrier,  to  install  a  telephone  of  the  com- 
pany at  the  depot.  Clay  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  61. 

225.  The  telephone  company  having  in  use  the  largest  number  of  tele- 
phones at  the  local  exchange  has  the  largest  number  of  subscribers, 
within  the  meaning  of  a  Missouri  statute  requiring  railroad  companies 
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to  install  and  maintain  in  every  railroad  station  where  an  agent  is  kept  a 
telephone  connected  with  the  local  exchange  having  the  largest  number 
of  subscribers  in  city,  town,  or  community  in  which  the  station  is  lo- 
cated. Clay  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co-  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  61. 

226.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  allowed,  under  a  mandatory  stat- 
ute requiring  reasonably  adequate  telephone  connections  between  its 
buildings  and  the  local  public  telephone  exchanges,  to  discontinue  at  its 
depot  the  telephone  service  of  one  company  because  it  is  a  subscriber 
of  another,  where  it  appears  that  both  telephone  oompanies  are  serving 
a  large  number  of  subscribers,  very  few  of  whom  are  users  of  the 
service  of  both  companies.  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916A,  303. 

227.  The  replacement  of  a  railroad  station  should  be  given  prior  oon- 
gideration  over  other  station  expenditures,  where  the  company  admits 
that  such  station  has  long  been  inadequate.  New  Richmond  v.  Minne- 
apolis, St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  447. 

228.  A  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  construct  within  a  year, 
and  to  maintain,  an  adequate  passenger  station  to  replace  one,  admitted 
by  the  company  to  have  long  been  inadequate,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  financial  condition  of  the  company  did  not  warrant  an  expenditure 
therefor  at  the  time  of  the  order.  New  Richmond  v.  Minneapolis,  St. 
P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  r:  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  447. 

229.  Connecting  railroads  were  ordered  to  provide  a  suitable  building 
and  proper  approaches  at  a  railway  junction  joint,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  average  daily  passenger  traffic  was  nearly  four  times  the  exist- 
ing building's  seating  capacity,  and  freight  and  express  had  to  be 
often  placed  in  the  passenger  waiting  room  on  account  of  the  insufficiency 
of  the  freight  room.  Frederick  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  356. 

230.  The  fact  that  a  village  is  unincorporated  does  not  release  a  rail- 
road company  from  providing  depots  therein  under  a  statute  requiring 
such  facilities  in  towns  or  villages  having  a  certain  population.  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel..  Beck  r.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916B,  879  (S.  C.  287  111.  93,  107  N.  E.  774). 

281.  Upon  the  relocation  of  a  railroad  line  rendered  necessary  by 
the  taking  of  its  land  by  a  city  for  reservoir  purposes,  the  Commis- 
sion ordered  the  railroad  company  to  show  a  telegraph  office  as  a  sig- 
nal station  upon  its  time-table,  and  to  sell  tickets  and  to  check  bag- 
gage to  and  from  that  station,  and  to  provide  facilities  for  the  accom- 
modation of  its  express  service,  using  the  telegraph  office  rooms  for  the 
present  season,  adding  thereto  only  such  additional  temporary  shelter 
as  may  be  actually  required  to  handle  the  passenger,  baggage,  and  ex- 
press traffic,  both  the  petitioners  and  the  respondents  being  given  the 
privilege  of  showing  at  the  end  of  the  season  what  was  necessary  in  the 
way  of  station  facilities  at  that  point.  Glen  ford  v.  Ulster  k  D.  R.  Co. 
<N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1072. 

(b)  Maintenance  of  agent, 

232.  Where,  in  an  application  by  the  Railroad  Commissioners  for  a 
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writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  railroad  corporation  to  establish  and 
maintain  an  agency  station  at  a  certain  point  on  the  line  of  its  rail- 
road, it  appears  in  the  return  of  the  respondent,  which  was  demurred 
to  by  the  relators,  tiiat  the  railroad  is  operated  at  a  loss,  that  its 
stockholders  receive  no  dividends,  that  there  is  no  sinking  fund,  that 
its  income  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  which  it  is  obligated 
to  pay  on  its  bonds,  that  the  present  value  of  the  railroad  properties  is 
greater  than  its  bonded  indebtedness  and  par  value  of  its  capital  stock, 
and  that  to  establish  the  ag^ioy  would  entail  further  financial  loss  on 
the  company,  and  that  the  amplest  accommodation  for  the  business 
the  road  receives  exists  at  the  point  where  the  order  directs  the  station 
to  be  established  and  maintained, — ^the  order  of  the  Railroad  Commis- 
sioners will  be  deemed  to  be  unreasonable,  and  the  demurrer  to  the  re- 
turn will  be  overruled.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs,  v.  Florida  East 
Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  207  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  IQS,  67  So.  906). 

233.  Where,  in  an  application  by  the  Railroad  Commissioners  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  railroad  corporation  to  establish  and 
maintain  an  agency  station  at  a  certain  point  on  its  line  of  railroad, 
it  appears  in  the  return  of  the  respondent,  which  was  demurred  to 
by  the  relators,  that  no  testimony  was  taken  by  the  Railroad  Commis- 
sioners to  show  any  necessity  for  the  establishment  ol  such  agency, 
that  no  witnesses  were  examined,  that  there  was  no  evidence  before 
the  Commissioners  of  any  delay  on  the  part  of  the  respondent  in  hand- 
ling, receiving,  or  delivering  freight  at  the  said  point,  and  that  the 
order  ^was  made  without  evidence  as  to  the  necessity  for  establishing 
such  an  agency, — it  will  be  deemed  that  such  an  order  was  not  made 
in  due  course  of  law,  and  is  subject  to  be  set  aside.  State  ex  rel.  Rail- 
road Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916C,  207  (S.  C.  69 
Fla.  165,67  So.  906). 

234.  The  revenue  on  freight  received  and  forwarded  is  the  controlling 
factor  when  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  an  agency  at  a  railroad  de- 
pot is  at  issue,  but  the  distribution  of  earnings  must  also  be  taken 
into  consideration.  Arrow  Creek  v.  Chicago  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  73. 

235.  The  maintenance  of  a  night  station  agent  at  a  village  of  300 
inhabitants  was  held  necessary  for  the  proper  accommodation  of  the 
public  using  night  trains.  Reid  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  8c  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  906. 

(c)   Location  of  station, 

236.  The  choice  of  the  actual  site  for  a  railroad  station  is  properly  a 
function  of  the  management  of  the  railway  company,  and  should  not  be 
interfered  with  unless  it  is  established  that  adequate  service  or  the  safe- 
ty of  the  public  is  endangered.  New  Richmond  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P. 
A  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  447. 

237.  The  Missouri  Commission  will  not  require  a  railroad  company  to 
erect  a  depot  upon  the  site  desired  by  the  conrplainants,  where  the 
site  proposed  by  the  company  is  adequate  for  the  reasonable  accommoda- 
tion of  the  public.  Bradford  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1916C,  865. 
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238.  The  contention  of  a  railroad  company  that  grade  and  other  con- 
ditions make  it  impracticable  to  move  its  depot  cannot  outweigh  the 
considerations  of  the  traveling  public  going  almost  i  of  a  mile  to  a 
depot  for  all  time  to  come.  Wolverton  ▼.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  825. 

239.  Upon  the  relocation  of  a  railroad  rendered  necessary  by  the  tak- 
ing of  its  land  by  a  city  for  reservoir  purposes,  the  location  of  a 
station  at  the  place  requested  by  the  complainant  was  denied  by  the 
Commission,  it  appearing  that  the  territory  naturally  tributary  to  that 
location  was  very  thinly  populated  and  many  of  the  complaint  signers 
would  be  adequately  served  by  a  station  ordered  established  at  another 
point.    Glenford  v.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1072. 

240.  Upon  an  application  for  an  order  requiring  a  railroad  company 
to  erect  and  maintain  a  station  at  a  designated  point  which  was  upon 
land  belonging  to  the  city  of  New  York,  the  Commission  directed  the 
respondent  railroad  company  to  endeavor  to  reach  an  agreement  with 
the  city  of  New  York  for  the  location  of  a  station  upon  its  land,  and, 
in  case  of  failure  to  reach  such  an  agreement,  to  locate  the  station  upon 
a  point  proposed  by  the  respondent.  Glenford  v.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co. 
(N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1072. 

241.  A  street  with  a  width  of  about  60  or  60  feet  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  to  afford  means  of  access  to  a  depot,  and  to  accommodate 
properly  all  travel  to  and  from  it  in  a  city  having  about  6,000  inhabi- 
tants.   Bradford  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  865. 

(d)  Union  stations. 
See  also  supra,  II.  j. 

242.  The  phrase  "public  convenience  and  necessity"  as  used  in  the 
Wisconsin  statute  relative  to  the  construction  of  union  stations  (Wis. 
Stat.  §  1797-9,  subsec.  2)  connotes  the  thought  of  reasonableness,  and 
means  more  than  some  convenience  to  some  of  the  traveling  public,  but 
is  not  to  be  given  the  absolute  sense  of  something  indispensable.  Mc- 
Millan V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  58. 

243.  The  word  '"practicable"  as  used  in  the  Wisconsin  statute  rela- 
tive to  the  construction  of  union  stations  (W^is.  Stat.  §  1797-9,  subsec. 
2)  is  not  used  in  the  sense  of  physically  possible,  but  in  the  sense  of 
being  feasible,  lawful,  and  reasonably  convenient.  McMillan  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  58. 

244.  That  the  construction  of  a  union  station  in  a  city  would  attract 
to  the  city  passengers  desiring  to  transfer  from  one  railroad  to  an- 
other has  but  little  bearing  upon  the  question  of  public  convenience, 
adequate  transfer  privileges  being  afforded  at  other  points.  McMillan 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  58. 

245.  That  the  construction  of  a  union  station  in  a  city  would  obviate 
the  necessity  of  the  city's  keeping  up  more  than  one  street  leading  to 
the  station  has  but  little  bearing  upon  the  question  of  public  oonven- 
ience.     McMillan  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915C,  58. 

246.  The  Commission  refused  to  order  the  construction  of  a  union 
itation  by  two  railroads,  where  the  cost  thereof  would  exceed  by  $40,000 
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the  cost  of  new  separate  stations  which  the  Commission  ordered 
built,  one  of  which  would  reasonably  and  adequately  serve  over  80  per 
cent  of  all  passengers  desiring  to  transfer  from  one  road  to  tlie  other. 
McMillan  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis)  P.U.R.1916C,  68. 

6.  Ptissenger  train  service^ 

(a)  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  passenger  advice,  P.U.R.1915B,  196; 
P.U.R.1915E,  914. 

Right  to  appeal  to  the  courts  from  order  of  commission's  denying  ap- 
plication of  railroad  company  to  be  relieved  from  running  of  daily 
passenger  service,  by  installing  niixed  passenger  and  freight  service, 
see  Appeal  and  Review,  5.    . 

Fines  for  violation  of  order  to  operate  passenger  train  considered  neces- 
sary for  public  convenience,  see  Fines  and  Penalties,  4. 

Injunction  as  proper  remedy  to  restrain  enforcement  of  order  directing 
operation  of  trains,  see  Injunction.  1. 

247.  Adequacy  of  passenger  service  is  not  to  be  determined  wholly  by 
the  number  of  trains  in  service,  but  their  equipment,  manner  and  time 
of  arrival  and  departure  from  stations  are  important  factors.  Byrd 
V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  961. 

248.  Branch  line  train  service  was  held  inadequate  for  a  city  of 
5,000  inhabitants  located  on  a  loop  of  a  railroad,  and  the  routing  of 
trains  around  instead  of  across  the  loop  was  ordered,  although  this 
would  necessitate  the  running  of  such  trains  10  miles  further,  require 
larger  fares  to  be  charged,  and  possibly  cause  some  inconvenience  in 
the  making  of  certain  connections.  Byrd  v.  St.  Louis  9i,  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  961. 

249.  The  fact  that  citizens  of  a  city  located  on  a  loop  of  a  railroad 
and  enjoying  main  line  passenger  service  aid  the  company  in  procuring 
a  shorter  right  of  way  across  the  loop,  upon  representations  that  it 
will  be  used  for  freight  trains,  cannot  be  made  the  basis  for  compelling 
the  restoration  of  main  line  passenger  service  to  the  city,  which  has 
been  discontinued  by  the  use  of  the  shorter  route.  Byrd  v.  St.  Louis 
k,  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  961. 

250.  Connecting  railroads  were  ordered  to  operate  two  trains  which 
were  scheduled  at  an  important  junction  point  only  twenty-six  minutes 
apart,  so  as  to  make  connection,  where  it  appeared  that  such  an  arrange- 
ment would  not  disrupt  more  important  connections  of  either  train,  or 
create  unfavorable  operating  conditions;  and,  further,  that  adequate 
service  required  such  connection  to  be  made.  Nolan  v.  Chicago  &  X. 
W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  240. 

251.  A  railroad  company  providing  three  trains  a  day,  each  way,  be- 
tween certain  points,  should  be  satisfactory  to  patrons  of  smaller  towns 
and  villages  along  its  lines,  especially  where  the  company  has  been  pro- 
viding an  additional  train  at  a  loss.  Lowrey  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  717. 

252.  The  Commission  will  not  relieve  a  railroad  company  from  the 
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duty  of  furnishing  adequate  train  service,  which  the  Commission  con- 
siders to  be  the  operation  of  at  least  one  passenger  train  each  way  a 
day  over  the  entire  length  of  its  line  in  the  state,  where  it  appears 
that  the  railroad  is  receiving  a  fair  operating  revenue,  and  has  for  years 
put  back  its  earnings  into  properties  without  increasing  its  capitaliza- 
tion.   Ex  parte  Louisiana  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  466. 

263.  The  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission  will  not  order  further  serv- 
ice to  communities  receiving  the  full  quantum,  where  it  appears  that  the 
increased  amount  of  business  which  the  company  would  obtain  from 
the  operation  of  another  train  would  fall  short  of  the  increased  expense 
of  operation,  and  it  further  appears  that  the  service  already  furnished 
is  adequate  for  the  present  needs  of  the  communities.  Hughson  v. 
Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  244. 

254.  The  Commission  refused  to  require  a  railroad  company  to  operate 
an  additional  passenger  train  daily  Jbetween  certain  points,  although 
the  existing  service  was  poor  as  compared  with  more  densely  populated 
communities,  where  it  appeared  that  the  additional  service  would  cost 
$49,000  per  year,  and  that  the  total  ticket  revenue  for  the  area  of  serv- 
ice was  only  $52,124.73  and  the  cash  fares  collected  amounted  only  to 
$5,351.10.  Schmitt  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
443. 

255.  An  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  requiring  the  operation  of 
one  train  for  passengers  and  freight  each  way  daily  over  a  railroad  9 
miles  in  length  is  arbitrary  and  unreasonable,  where  the  railroad  runs 
through  a  sparsely  settled  country,  the  receipts  from  such  service  cost- 
ing $50  per  day  will  not  amount  to  $10  per  day,  it  will  cost  a  large 
sum  to  make  the  track  safe  for  passengers,  the  company  is  heavily 
in  debt,  and  is  unable  to  procure  any  funds  to  operate  its  road,  and 
the  lack  of  means  is  not  the  result  of  mismanagement.  Rowland  v. 
Saline  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  191  (S.  C.  —  Ark.  — ,  177  8.  W.  696). 

256.  The  failure  of  a  railroad  to  perform  its  duty  to  render  reason- 
able passenger  service  is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that  passengers  may 
reach  their  destination  by  means  of  another  railroad  or  by  stage,  espe- 
cially where  there  are  serious  disadvantages  in  using  the  other  means 
of  conveyance.    Mt.  Alton  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915F,  930. 

257.  A  railroad  company  which  had  abandoned  a  passenger  service 
formerly  maintained  between  two  towns  was  required  to  operate  at 
least  a  mixed  passenger  and  freight  train  four  days  in  each  week,  al- 
though the  compensation  would  be  slight,  and  a  parallel  railroad  from 
1,000  feet  to  2  miles  distant  was  attempting  to  serve  the  territory.  Mt. 
Alton  V.  Erie  R.  Co.   (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916F,  930. 

258.  North  Dakota  Laws  of  1907,  chapter  200,  permitting  a  railrof^ 
company  to  substitute  a  daily  mixed  passenger  and  freight  service  if  a 
separate  passenger  service  is  not  renumerative  has  particular  applica- 
tion to  branch  lines,  and  the  revenues  from  service  and  cost  of  branch 
line  service,  only  must  be  considered.  The  petitioner  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  operate  a  separate  daily  passenger  service  on  a  branch  line 
at  a  great  loss,  and  be  compelled  to  make  up  such  loss  from  its  main 
line  revenues.  The  intent  of  the  statute  is  that  the  revenues  from 
branch  lines  shall  justify  a  daily  passenger  service  independent  of 
whether  the  railroad  as  a  whole  within  the  state  is  returning  a  fair 
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dividend  on  its  investment.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W. 
513). 

269.  The  proof  discloses  that  the  Great  Northern  Crosby-Berthold 
line  furnishes  ample  passenger  service  for  four  fifths  of  the  length  of 
this  Soo  branch  line.  A  separate  passenger  service  should  not  be 
forced  for  the  convenience  alone  of  the  town  of  Ambrose  and  vicinity, 
when  to  do  so  will  cause  an  additional  annual  expenditure  of  $14,000, 
added  to  a  loss  already  sustained  under  mixed  train  service;  the  reve- 
nues being  inadequate  to  meet  even  the  expenses  of  a  mixed  train  service. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Oo.  v.  State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs. 
P.U.R.1915D,  434  (S.  C.  30  N.  D.  221,  152  N.  W  513). 

260.  The  New  Jersey  Board  of  Public  Utility  Commissioners  will 
not  order  a  railroad  company  to  change  the  time  of  a  train  operated 
on  a  certain  schedule  for  many  years,  giving  adequate  service  to  the 
public  generally,  in  order  to  accommodate  nonresident  high-school 
pupils,  nor  will  it  order  a  special  train  to  be  run  for  that  purpose  in 
the  face  of  testimony  that  a  financial  loss  would  be  entailed  and  that 
a  movement  of  this  kind  would  be  dangerous  and  highly  undesirable 
from  an  oper fating  standpoint  and  because  of  the  interference  with  the 
movement  of  the  trains  upon  the  main  line.  Board  of  Education  y. 
Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1015C,  399. 

(h)   Winter  service* 

261.  The  Commission  refused  to  order  the  restoration  of  certain  winter 
train  service,  where  it  appeared  that  there  was  a  large  deficit  from 
general  operation  of  a  railroad  company  in  the  state,  and  that  the 
trains  in  question  fell  far  short  of  paying  operating  expenses  during  the 
winter  season.    Morey  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915A,  819. 

262.  A  change  of  railroad  schedule  requiring  shorter  running  time 
was  not  ordered  eflfective  until  April  1st,  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of 
operating  trains  on  schedule  time  during  severe  winter  weather,  Koian 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  240. 

(c)  Sunday  service, 

263.  A  railroad  was  ordered  to  operate  a  Simday  passenger  train  in 
each  direction  between  specified  points  on  a  branch  line,  where  the  exist- 
ing service  was  inadequate,  and  the  Commission  felt  that,  after  a  rea- 
sonable period  of  trial,  the  operation  of  such  a  train  should  prove 
remunerative.  Blaine  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1D15A,  266. 

264.  Adequate  railway  service  demands  that  some  facilities  for  in- 
gress and  egress  from  a  city  of  considerable  size  and  importance  be  pro- 
vided on  Sundays,  so  long  as  the  company  assumes  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  although  the  operation  of  such  trains  results  in  a 
slight  loss.  Sief  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
193. 

265.  The  fact  that  other  branch  lines  of  a  railroad  company  are  not 
accorded  Sunday  service  can  have  little  weight  in  determining  the  ade- 
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quacy   of   accommodations   provided   on   any   particular   line.     Sief   v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1915B,  193. 

266.  The  compulsion  of  Sunday  labor  and  of  the  operation  of  Sunday 
local  passenger  trains  is  contrary  to  the  legislative  policy  of  the  state, 
and  while  under  some  circumstances  the  operation  of  Sunday  trains 
may  be  made  compulsory,  under  the  facts  of  this  case  the  judgnaent  of 
the  trial  court  holding  this  order  to  be  unreasonable  and  void  must  be 
sustained.  State  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  467  (S.  C. 
130  Minn.  57,  153  N.  W.  247). 

(d)  Seats  for  passengers, 

267.  A  steam  railroad  company  should  provide  sufficient  equipment 
to  handle  all  passengers  and  to  provide  them  with  seats  regardless  of 
distance  traveled.  Lowrey  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.RJ915A,  717. 

268.  All  railroads  in  Colorado  are  required  to  provide  seats  for  all 
passengers  upon  their  trains,  whether  intrastate  or  interstate,  and  in 
case  seating  room  cannot  be  provided  in  coaches,  it  Is  to  be  provided  for 
the  passengers  in  Pullman  cars  without  additional  expense,  providing 
such  cars  are  attached  to  the  train.  Re  Providing  Seating  Accom- 
modations in  Pullman's   (Colo.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1098. 

(e)   Stoppage  of  interstate  trains, 

269.  The  stopping  of  a  passenger  train  only  in  the  morning  was  held 
inadequate  service  and  insufficient  for  the  public  convenience  of  the 
inhabitants  of  a  village  of  300  situated  in  the  midst  of  a  populous' com- 
munity, and  the  railroad  company  was  required  also  to  stop  an  inter- 
state passenger  train  at  night  at  the  village,  it  appearing  that  such 
service  had  been  maintained  for  many  years  until  recently,  and  that  it 
could  be  rendered  at  slight  cost  and  with  little  interference  with  the 
through  schedule  or  interstate  traffic.  Reid  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  906. 

2/0.  The  Missouri  Commission  in  ordering  that  a  interstate  passen- 
ger train  stop  at  a  particular  station  will  not  consider  the  possible 
effect  upon  interstate  traffic  of  other  stations,  as  a  result  of  the  order, 
securing  stops,  iintil  the  advisability  of  making  such  stops  is  presented 
to  the  Commission  for  determination.  Reid  v.  Chicago,  R.  I  dt  P.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJt.l915E,  906. 

(f)  Reservation  of  accommodations. 

271.  Rules  governing  the  practice  of  a  railroad  company  in  making 
reservations  of  accommodations  should  be  published,  in  order  that  they 
may  be  known  by  the  public.  Dean  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  106. 

(g)  White  and  colored  p€issengers, 

272.  Railroad  companies  operating  in  Louibiana  are  required  to  fur- 
nish  separate  coaches,   or  coaches  containing  separate  compartments 
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for  white  and  colored  passengers;  except  that  colored  prisoners  in  charge 
of  white  oflScers,  and  colored  nurses  or  maids  traveling  with  white 
children  or  ladies,  are  permitted  to  travel  in  coaches  or  compartments 
provided  for  white  passengers.  Re  Separate  Compartments  (La.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  32. 


7.  Side  track  agreements, 

273.  A  railroad  company  may  reasonably  require,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  construction  of  a  necessary  side  track,  an  agreement 
by  shipper  to  indemnify  it  against  loss  in  consequence  of  the  erection 
of  structures  and  fixtures  by  the  shipper  in  dangerous  proximity  to  a 
proposed  siding.  Bishop  v.  Long  Island  R.  Ck).  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.IOISD, 
313. 

274.  It  is  unreasonable  for  a  railroad  company  to  require,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  construction  of  a  necessary  side  track,  an 
agreement  by  the  shipper  to  indemnify  the  railroad  against  loss 
caused  by  fire  to  cars  standing  on  such  track  which  are  in  the  immedi- 
ate possession  of  the  railroad,  or  to  indemnify  the  railroad  for  all 
claims  of  whatever  character  for  damages  resulting  to  the  shipper's 
property  by  reason  of  fire  originating  from  locomotives  belonging  to  the 
railroad,  or  to  require  the  shipper  to  keep  the  siding  clear  of  snow, 
ice,  or  other  obstructions.  Bishop  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  313. 

275.  A  railroad  company  is  entitled,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
building  of  a  side  track  for  the  accommodation  of  a  shipper,  to  have 
an  agreement  in  writing  with  reference  to  the  conditions  under  w^hich 
such  track  shall  be  built.  Bishop  v.  Lcng  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  313. 

276.  It  is  unreasonable  for  a  railroad  company  to  insist  that  a  cor- 
poration already  enjoying  side  track  facilities  should  become  a  party 
to  an  agreement  between  the  company  and  another  shipper  with  ref- 
erence to  conditions  upon  which  the  side  track  should  be  relocated  for 
the  benefit  of  the  latter.  Bishop  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  313. 

8.  Freight  car  equipment. 

277.  A  carrier  should,  in  the  performance  of  its  common-law  and 
statutory  duty  to  furnish  sufficient  and  suitable  cars  for  the  trans- 
portation of  freight,  furnish  grain  doors  and  bulkheads .  for  the  pro- 
tection of  fruits,  vegetables,  and  salt  which  is  offered  for  transporta- 
tion in  bulk.  Re  Discontinuance  Generally  by  Carriers  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1915C,  1093. 

278.  The  trap  car  is  justified  by  modern  business  practice  and  pro- 
vides a  way  for  a  shipper  to  get  his  freight  economically  handled,  so 
long  as  he  can  load  it  in  sufficient  quantities  to  be  economically  re- 
oeived  by  the  railroads.  Re  Order  to  all  Railroad  Cos.  Operaiing  in 
Oklahoma  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  217.  ^ 
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P.  Facilities  for 'loading  and  unloading. 

279.  A  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  load  or  unload  its  cars  where 
its  facilities  or  appliances  for  such  work  are,  and  may  not  be  required 
to  establish  other  facilities  for  such  purpose  to  accommodate  each 
patron.  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  Comrs.  ▼.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.1916D,  355  (S.  C.  69  Fla.  491,  L.R.A.  — ,  — ,  68  So.  761). 

10.  Stvitching. 

Requirement  as  to  hearing  before  entry  of  order  requiring  physical  con- 
nection between  railroad  lines,  see  Pbocedube,  9. 

280.  Movements  of  freight  between  points  within  switching  limits  in 
cities  or  at  terminals  constitute  transportation,  where  the  shipment  be- 
gins and  ends  within  such  districts,  and  is  not  preceded  or  followed 
by  a  transportation  service  for  which  freight  charges  are  assessed,  and 
such  movements  will  be  treated  as  transportation  movements  between 
separate  shipping  points.  Railroad  Commission  t.  Railroads  (La.) 
P.U.R.1916E,  33. 

281.  Reasonable  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  between  lines 
of  different  common  carriers,  passing  through  an  important  industrial 
city,  are  not  furnished,  as  provided  in  §  35  of  the  Public  Service  Com- 
mission laws,  where  switching  connections  could  be  established  at  very 
small  expense  and  were  in  fact  furnished  to  a  few  industries  therein; 
and  shippers  and  consignees  of  freight  to  and  from  any  such  city  were 
obliged  to  ship  freight  to  one  of  several  small  communities  several 
miles  distant  which  had  switching  connections,  in  order  to  have  freight 
transferred  from  one  line  to  another.  Re  Merritt  Mfg.  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1916F,  360. 

h,  Setvers, 

282.  A  sewer  company  can  require  a  new  tenant  of  a  house  to  bear 
the  cost  of  reconnecting  the  building  with  the  sewer  system  when  the 
pipes  have  been  discontinued  because  of  unoccupancy,  where  the  dis- 
connection is  made  for  sanitary  reasons,  especially  in  a  mining  camp 
where  the  population  is  to  a  great  extent  transitory.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.UJR.1915F,  95. 

283.  JL  rule  of  a  sewer  company  that  two  tenants  will  not  be  served 
through  a  single  lateral  is  reasonable  where  the  owner  of  the  property 
will  not  guarantee  payment,  since  service  cannot  be  shut  off  from  a 
delinquent  tenant  without  denying  it  to  the  paying  tenant.  Public 
Service  Conuniaaion  ▼.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  9i. 

4.  Street  railtvaya. 

1.  In  general. 

Hunldpal  regulation  of  street  railway  service  as  interference  with  is- 
%      terstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commbbce,  3,  5. 
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Procedure  for  order  requiring  inBtallation  of  safety  devicet,  see  STBEirr 

Railwatb,  6. 
Compulsory  relocation  of  street  railway  tracks,  see  Stbeeti  Railways, 

9. 

284.  A  petition  for  an  order  requiring  a  street  car  oompany  to  make 
an  extension  of  its  line  will  be  denied  where  such  construction  would 
be  an  inconvenience  to  the  traveling  public  and  serve  no  purpose  other 
than  the  interests  of  a  proposed  public  market  and  of  property  owners 
within  a  limited  area.    Re  Phoenix  R.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916D,  600. 

285.  In  passing  upon  a  petition  for  an  order  requiring  the  construction 
of  an  extension  to  a  street  railway  line,  the  objection  of  hospital  au- 
thorities that  the  operation  of  electric  railways  on  a  street  passing  the 
hospital  would  be  detrimental  to  the  health  and  comfort  of  the  patients 
in  the  hospital  is  deserving  of  consideration.  Re  Phoenix  R.  Co.  (Ariz.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  600. 

286.  In  selecting  a  route  for  an  extension  of  a  street  railway,  it  is 
always  desirable  to  make  such  extension  as  short  and  direct  as  pos- 
sible and  at  the  same  time  locate  it  where  it  will  ultimately  serve 
the  greatest  number  to  the  greatest  advantage.  West  End  Business 
Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

287.  Compliance  with  an  order  requiring  a  necessary  extension  to  a 
street  railway  line  was  deferred  about  ten  months  on  account  of  the 
decreased  revenues  of  the  utility  and  of  the  general  business  depression, 
the  company  agreeing  meanwhile  to  maintain  a  bus  service  sufficient 
and  adequate  to  meet  all  reasonable  needs  of  the  traffic,  and  to  operate 
the  same  without  extra  charge  to  passengers  either  going  from  or  com- 
ing towards  the  city.  Lyman  v.  United  R.  &  E.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
39. 

288.  The  fact  that  a  Commission  has  the  power  to  regulate  the  service 
of  a  street  railway  company,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  a  fran- 
chise requiring  a  certain  number  of  cars  to  be  run  on  a  street  railway, 
does  not  justify  the  company  in  ignoring  the  contract  obligation  and 
pleading  the  public  or  its  own  convenience  as  an  excuse  for  nonperform- 
ance; and  the  company  should  therefore  perform  its  contract  obligations 
until  relieved  therefrom  by  competent  authority.  Monroe  v.  Detroit, 
M.  &  T.  Short  Line  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  235  (S.  C.  —  Mich.  — ,  153 
N.  W.  669). 

289.  The  necessity  of  a  city  as  a  whole  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  develioping  a  street  railway  system,  and  the  company 
should  be  required  to  furnish  reasonably  adequate  service  and  facilities 
for  the  transportation  of  passengers  therein,  and  to  make  new  addi- 
tions and  extensions  of  its  business  to  enable  It  to  do  so.  West  End 
Business  Men's  Asso.  y.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

290.  In  considering  a  petition  for  an  order  requiring  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  loop,  the  Commission  need  give  no  consideration  to  the 
question  of  the  effect  of  the  proposed  construction  upon  property  values 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  oonstruction.  Re  Phoenix  R.  Co.  (Ariz.^ 
P.U,R.1916D,  600. 

291.  A  relatively  small  capital  expenditure  should  not  stand  in  the 
way  of  necessary  street  railroad  through  car  service.    Twenty-Seooad 
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Ward  Adyancement  Asso.  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (WiB.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  168. 

292.  A  street  railway  is  not  rendering  reasonably  sufficient  service 
where  passengers,  in  order  to  complete  their  trip,  are  compelled  to 
transfer  on  an  unpaved  street,  regardless  of  conditions  of  mud  or 
weather,  from  the  regular  car  to  a  "set-back"  car.  Kelley  v.  Bangor 
R.  &  E.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1915C,  493. 

293.  A  street  railway  company  was  authorized  to  reduce  its  fare 
zones  on  a  branch  line  from  two  to  one,  and  to  abolish  the  privilege  of 
transferring  to  the  main  line,  where  the  reduction  in  zones  offset  the 
loss  of  transfers.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
411. 

294.  The  line  of  a  street  railway  over  which  through  cars  are  run 
without  change  must  be  considered  as  one  line  in  determining  whether 
earnings  will  permit  of  improved  service  benefiting  the  farthest  point 
on  the  line,  although  many  cars  are  operated  to  an  intermediate  point 
only.    Irish  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  355. 

295.  The  Commission,  in  investigating  the  question  whether  a  street 
railway  company  is  supplying  excessive  service,  will  not  proceed  upon 
the  theory  that  a  decrease  in  the  use  of  all  the  lines  of  the  system,  as 
a  whole,  justifies  less  service  on  any  individual  line,  but  will  ascertain 
service  conditions,  facilities,  and  uses  on  each  individual  route,  and 
will  pass  upon  each  without  reference  to  other  routes  in  the  system.  Re 
Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

296.  An  application  to  require  a  street  railway  operating  between  two 
towns  via  a  railroad  station  to  improve  its  service  so  as  to  do  away 
with  crowded  conditions  on  its  cars  and  delays  to  patrons  traveling 
from  the  railroad  station  to  one  of  the  towns  was  dismissed  where  the 
matters  complained  of  could  not  be  adjusted  by  changing  the  company's 
running  schedule  of  cars  without  inconveniencing  other  patrons,  and 
where  the  delays  and  crowded  conditions  were  not  of  such  nature  as  to 
justify,  in  view  of  the  financial  conditions  of  the  company,  the  expense 
of  additional  cars.  Vallely  v.  Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916B, 
569. 

2,  Sufficiency  of  cars, 

(a)  In  general. 

297.  The  number  of  seats  per  100  passengers  and  tlie  headway 
between  cars  should  be  given  consideration  in  determining  the  stand- 
ard of  service  for  a  street  railway.  West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  ▼. 
United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

298.  The  Illinois  Commission  ordered  that  all  street  cars  on  the  lines 
of  certain  street  railways  operated  in  the  city  of  Chicago  should  be 
scheduled  not  less  than  one  car  every  twenty  minutes  except  betwe^ 
12  o'clock  midnight  and  6  o'clock  a.  m.  Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd. 
V.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (111.)  P.U.R.1916P,  678. 

299.  A  street  railway  company  was  permitted  to  revise  certain  of  its 
schedule  and  service  so  as  to  reduce  its  existing  servioe,  which  ap- 
peared to  the  OmmissioD  to  be  excessive,  owing  to  a  falling  off  in 
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traffic  and  a  consequent  decrease  in  revenues,  due  to  general  business 
depression;  but  was  ordered  to  continue  existing  schedules  and  service 
on  certain  lines,  where  a  reduction  asked  for  would  render  the  service 
inadequate;  and  was  further  ordered  to  extend  rush  hour  service  on 
one  line,  where  the  needs  of  the  public  required  it.  Re  Georgia  R.  & 
P.  Co.   (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

300.  The  Philippine  Commission  upon  requiring  a  standard  of  service 
which  will  prevent  overcrowding  of  street  cars  under  average  condi- 
tions will  not  require  the  company  to  place  signs  on  cars  indicating 
when  the  car  is  full,  but  will  leave  the  company  free  to  work  out  the 
details  as  to  the  manner  in  which  adequate  service  shall  be  maintained. 
Camara  de  Comercio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R. 
T915D,  977. 

fb)  Demand,  How  measured, 

301.  The  standard  of  loading  street  cars  during  rush  hours  was  de- 
clared to  be  any  two  consecutive  fifteen-minute  periods  and  the  stand- 
ard for  non-rush  hours  to  be  fifteen-minute  periods.  Cook  County  Real 
Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (IlL)   P.U.R.1915F,  678. 

302.  The  demand  for  street  car  service  on  week  days  was  declared 
to  be  considered  the  average  count  of  passengers  for  three  consecutive 
normal  week  days,  and  the  average  count  of  passengers  for  two  con- 
secutive Sundays  was  declared  to  be  the  demand  for  service  on  Sun- 
days. Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  678. 

303.  In  fixing  a  standard  fox  street  car  service  it  was  declared  that 
tracks  shall  be  deemed  to  be  operated  at  their  full  capacity  at  any 
checking  point  when  the  combined  headway  of  cars  passing  in  the  same 
direction  is  twenty  seconds  or  less,  except  on  lines  operated  through 
tunnels  where  an  average  headway  of  thirty  seconds  or  less  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  full  capacity  of  such  tracks.  Cook  County  Real  Estate 
Bd.  V.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915F,  678. 

304.  A  standard  of  street  railway  service  requiring  a  specified  num- 
ber of  seats  for  one  hundred  passengers  is  more  definite,  flexible,  and 
conducive  to  adequate  service  than  one  requiring  a  specified  number 
of  car  trips  within  a  district  every  twenty-four  hours.  West  End 
Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

(o)    Seating  generally. 

305.  To  render  adequate  and  sufficient  service,  a  street  railway  com- 
pany must  provide  seats  at  all  times  for  the  usual  patronage,  but  is 
not  required  to  furnish  seats  for  emergency  crowds.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Waah.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  799. 

306.  A  service  by  a  street  railway  company  which  requires  patrons, 
in  order  to  reach  their  homes  at  reasonable  hours,  and  who  are  not 
successful  in  a  mad  rush  for  seats,  to  stand  for  long  distances,  is 
neither  safe,  adequate,  nor  sufficient.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  ft  P.  Oo.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  799. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 32. 
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307.  A  proper  standard  of  safe  service  of  street  railwa}r8,  especially 
in  a  city  where  the  streets  are  narrow  and  the  traffic  often  congested, 
requires  that  passengers  be  prohibited  fr<Ha  riding  on  the  side  boards  of 
cars.  Gamara  de  Gomercio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

308.  The  Manila  Commission  refused  to  limit  the  number  of  passen- 
gers to  be  permitted  on  each  seat  of  street  railway  cars,  or  the  number 
to  be  permitted  to  ride  on  the  front  or  rear  platforms,  holding  that  a 
general  order  prohibiting  overcrowding  would  be  sufficient.  Camara  de 
Comercio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  L)  P.UJa.l916D,  977. 

309.  Adequate  urban  street  railway  service  does  not  mean  that  every 
passenger  on  every  car  operated  should  be  furnished  a  seat,  but  that 
the  company  should  provide  reasonable  seating  accommodations  in  its 
cars  for  such  patrons  as  desire  them,  in  so  far  as  it  can  reasonably  an- 
ticipate and  measure  the  volume  of  traffics  to  be  taken  care  of.  Re 
Georgia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

310.  Certain  street  railway  companies  were  ordered  to  operate  their 
cars  between  the  hours  of  6  o'clock  a.  m.  and  12  o'clock  midnight  (ex- 
cept during  the  morning  and  evening  rush  hours),  at  such  intervals 
that  the  cars  passing  any  point  on  their  routes  in  each  direction  dur- 
ing any  15-minute  period  should  have  an  aggregate  seating  capacity 
of  not  less  than  the  aggregate  number  of  passengers  carried  on  the 
cars  during  that  period,  provided  that  if  less  than  three  cars  on  any 
line  pass  a  checking  point  during  a  fifteen-minute  period  then  the 
aggregate  number  of  seats  of  three  consecutive  cars  in  one  direction 
should  not  be  less  than  the  aggregate  number  of  passengers  carried 
by  the  cars  in  that  direction.  Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago 
Surface  Lines  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  578. 

(d)   Rush  hour  service, 

311.  Rush-hour  periods  for  street  railway  transportation  were  de- 
fined, in  an  order  establishing  a  standard  of  service,  to  be  the  morning 
and  evening  periods  between  the  hours  of  6:30  A.  m.  and  9:00  A.  M. 
and  4:15  p.  m.  and  6:45  P.  M.  excepting  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  and, 
for  the  purpose  of  regulation,  were  considered  as  comprising  (a)  the 
maximum  one  hour  and  thirty  minute  period  during  which  the  maxi- 
mum passenger  travel  occurs,  and  (b)  the  remainder  of  the  two  and 
one-half  hour  rush-hour  period,  preceding  and  following  the  maximum 
or  middle  period  during  which  the  traffic  demand  increases  or  diminishes. 
Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (IlL)  P.UJl. 
1915F,  678. 

312.  Certain  street  railway  companies  were  ordered  to  operate  their 
cars  at  such  intervals  that  the  cars  passing  any  point  on  the  line  in 
each  direction  during  the  thirty-minute  period,  immediately  preceding, 
and  the  thirty-minute  period  following,  the  maximum  period  of  one  and 
one-half  hours  of  the  greatest  passenger  travel,  should  contain  an  aver- 
age of  90  car  seats  for  every  100  passengers  carried  during  that  period. 
Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  678. 

313.  Certain  street  railway  companies  were  ordered  to  operate  their 
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cars  at  such  intervals  that  the  cars  passing  any  point  on  the  line  in 
each  direction,  during  the  maximum  or  middle  period  of  one  and  one- 
half  hour  of  the  greatest  passenger  travel  of  the  two  and  one-half  rush- 
hour  period,  should  contain  during  every  half  hour  an  average  of  85 
<car  seats  for  every  100  passengers  carried  during  that  period.  Cook 
County  Real  Estate  Bd.  v.  Chicago  Surface  Lines.  (111.)  P.UJt.l915F, 
578. 

314.  The  standard  of  adequate  service  requires  that  a  street  railway 
company  maintain,  during  rush-hour  periods,  morning,  noon,  and  even- 
ing, a  reasonable  headway  on  all  its  lines  and  sufficient  cars  thereunder 
so  that  the  average  car  in  the  period  shall  not  be  overcrowded.  Camara 
4e  Comereio  v.  Manila  Electric  B.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
977. 

315.  A  street  railroad  company  was  ordered  to  operate  through  cars 
between  certain  designated  poipts  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  during  the 
morning  and  evening  rush  hours,  in  accordance  with  the  standard  of 
rush-hour  service  fixed  in  the  general  service  order  %f  the  Commission, 
Although  capital  expenditure  was  necessary  for  the  installation  of  track 
connections  to  make  such  service  possible,  where  the  Commission  be 
lieved  that  the  traffic  would  fully  justify  the  service  when  patrons  be- 
came accustomed  to  the  new  arrangement.  Twenty-Second  Ward  Ad- 
vancement Asso.  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  168. 

316.  Curtailment  of  expenses  necessitated  by  decrease  in  travel,  and 
consequent  falling  off  of  revenues  of  a  street  railway,  owing  to  a 
general  business  depression,  should  not  necessarily  be  made  by  taking 
off  cars  operated  during  ''rush  hours,"  since  widespread  business  depres- 
sion affects  travel  for  pleasure  and  on  Sundays  and  holidays  more  than 
it  does  travel  necessary  for  persons  to  get  to  their  work  or  places  of 
business.    Re  Georgia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

317.  The  facilities  of  an  urban  street  railway  company  are  fairly 
reasonable  where  the  peak  point  loads  do  not  exceed  20  per  cent  of  the 
seating  capacity  for  a  continuous  period  of  not  more  than  thirty 
minutes,  with  schedules  operated  on  not  exceeding  a  ten-minute  head- 
way, extending  over  such  a  reasonable  period  as  to  show  that  the  traffic 
is  permanent.    Re  Georgia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915A,  901. 

(e)  Emergency  trafJUo. 

318.  A  street  railway  company  cannot  reasonably  be  required  to  pro- 
vide itself  with  a  reserve  of  rolling  stock  sufficient  to  insure  seats  for 
all  passengers  offering  themselves  during  festivals  or  other  special 
events  when  such  reserve  rolling  stock  would  necessarily  be  idle  on 
other  occasions,  and  would  be  almost  entirely  unproductive  as  an  invest- 
ment. Camara  de  Comereio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.) 
P.U.R.1916D,  977. 

3.  Car  equipment  and  sanitation. 
Equipment  of  pay-as-you-enter  cars,  see  infra,  332>334. 

319.  The  use  of  the  front  doors  of  street  cars  as  exits  is  to  be  en" 
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couraged.     West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  t.  United  R.   Co.    (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

320.  Street  car  companies  were  not  required  to  Install  in  their  cars 
vestibule  heaters  for  winter  use,  where  it  appeared  that  such  equipment 
would  not  be  so  much  for  the  health  of  the  employees  as  for  their  cwn- 
fort,  and  that  in  addition  to  the  cost  of  installation  and  maintenance, 
the  amount  of  current  required  and  additional  operating  cost  on  account 
of  extra  power  consumed  would  be  considerable.  Re  Trolleymen*s 
State  Conference  Board  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  708. 

321,  322.  A  municipal  ordinance  providing  that  the  temperature  of  the 
cars  of  a  street  railway  company  which  is  principally  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce  shall  never  be  permitted  to  be  below  50  degrees  Fahren- 
heit must  be  deemed  to  be  invalid  as  unreasonable,  where  the  undisputed 
testimony  shows  that  it  is  impossible  in  the  operation  of  the  cars  to 
keep  them  uniformly  up  to  this  tempe^ture,  owing  to  the  opening  and 
closing  of  doors,  and  other  interferences  that  make  it  impracticable. 
South  Covington  •&  C.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Covington,  P.U.R.1915A,  231 
(S.  C.  235  U.  S.  537,  59  L.  ed.  350,  L.R.A.1916F,  792,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
158,  reversing  146  Ky.  592,  143  S.  W:  28). 

323.  The  expense  alone  of  installing  vestibules  and  heaters  in  street 
cars  will  not  be  controlling  upon  the  Commission,  if  there  is  also  in- 
volved a  question  of  public  safety.  Re  Trolleymen's  State  Conference 
Board  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  708. 

324.  Street  car  companies  were  not  required  to  equip  their  cars  with 
vestibules  or  wind  shields  where  it  appeared  that  such  equipment  was 
not  so  much  for  the  safety  of  the  public  or  of  the  employees  as  for 
the  comfort  of  the  employees,  and  that  the  cost  of  installation  would 
be  considerable.  Re  Trolleymen's  State  Conference  Board  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  708. 

325.  While  an  order  of  the  New  Jersey  Commissioners,  with  reference 
to  new  cars,  provided  that  the  first  step  should  not  exceed  15  inches  in 
height,  it  was  held  that  the  company  was  not  warranted  in  spending  a 
large  sum  of  money  to  reconstruct  all  its  existing  cars  so  that  the  steps 
should  not  exceed  that  height,  since  such  a  sum,  if  available,  would  be 
of  more  benefit  to  the  public  if  invested  in  new  cars.  Davidson  ▼• 
Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  168. 

326.  The  Sterling  fender,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  plow-shaped 
wheel  guard,  located  immediately  in  front  of  the  wheels  of  street  cars, 
at  a  distance  of  about  3  inches  from  the  surface  of  the  track,  is  not 
inadequate  for  the  service  in  a  city  where  basket  fenders  are  useless 
because  of  sharp  curves  and  narrow  streets.  Camara  de  Comercio  v. 
Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D.  977. 

327.  The  equipment  of  the  lighter  rolling  stock  of  a  street  railway 
with  ratchet-geared  hand  brakes  is  adequate  for  a  tropical  city  in  which 
the  cars  are  operated  over  lines  with  very  few  and  very  low  grades,  and 
the  cars  are  run  at  a  comparatively  low  speed.  Camara  de  Comercio 
V.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

328.  Forced  ventilation  heaters  capable  of  maintaining  a  temperature 
of  from  45  to  70  degrees  Fahrenheit  were  ordered  installed  in  street 
railways  cars  in  St.  Louis,  such  ears  to  be  heated  in  the  winter  sea- 
son before  being  placed  in  service,  temperature  inside  the  car  to  be 
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f  Bcertained  by  the  reading  of  a  Fahrenheit  thermometer  suspended  at 
substantially  the  middle  of  the  car.  West  End  Business  Men's  Asso. 
V.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

329.  Cars  used  for  the  transportation  of  street  railway  passengers 
-were  ordered  to  be  free  from  filth  and  rubbish,  and  to  be  fumigated  at 
least  once  a  week,  ears  not  found  to  be  in  a  sanitary  condition  to  be 
withdrawn  from  service.  West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United 
R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

330.  Ventilating  devices  capable  of  changing  the  air  in  street  railway 
•cars  from  six  to  ten  times  per  hour,  when  the  car  is  moving  at  a  rate 
of  speed  not  less  than  7  nor  more  than  8  miles  per  hour,  were  ordered 
installed  in  the  street  railway  cars  in  St.  Louis.  West  End  Business 
Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

4,  Smoking  on  cars. 

331.  The  general  welfare  of  the  public  demands  that  smoking  on  street 
cars  be  prohibited  except  on  the  three  rear  seats  when  the  weather  is 
sufficiently  mild  to  keep  the  windows  open.  West  End  Business  Men's 
Asso.  V.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

a,  Pay'OS'yoH'enter  cars, 

332.  A  left-hand  emergency  exit  door  on  the  rear  of  pay-as-you-enter 
one-man  street  cars  was  found  to  be  not  dangerous  where  the  com- 
pany's lines  were  in  no  instance  double  tracked  at  railway  crossings 
or  drawbridges.  Marinette  v.  Menominee  &  M.  Light  &  Traction  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  467. 

333.  The  rear  door  used  as  an  emergency  exit  on  pay-as-you-enter 
one-man  cars  should  not  be  controlled  by  the  motorman  on  the  front 
platform,  but  controlled  upon  the  rear  platform,  since,  if  it  were  con- 
trolled by  the  motorman,  a  collision  might  result  in  disabling  the  con- 
trolling mechanism.  Marinette  v.  Menominee  &  M.  Light  &  Traction 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  467. 

334.  A  traction  company  having  introduced  on  its  street  railway 
lines  a  system  of  pay-as-you-enter  one-man  cars  with  right-hand  side 
operation  was  ordered  to  remodel  its  cars  as  to  length  and  breadth 
of  platforms,  size  of  certain  bulkhead  doors,  location  of  outward  open- 
ing vestibule  doors  with  folding  steps  and  control  of  same  on  closed 
ears,  height  of  car  steps,  and  replacement  of  brake  handles  by  ver- 
tical brake  wheels,  it  appearing  that  the  service  of  said  company 
was  not  adequate  for  the  reason  that  the  rear  emergency  exit  doors 
opened  inward,  that  the  front  vestibule  and  doors  were  too  small  to 
permit  of  free  movement  of  passengers,  resulting  in  confusion  and 
4elay>  and  that  the  cars  were  otherwise  unsuited  to  the  character 
of  operation  adopted.  Marinette  v.  Menominee  &  M.  Light  &  Traction 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  467. 

6.  Car  operators. 

335.  The  Massachusetts  Public  Service  Commission  refused  to  grant 
the  application  of  an  electric  street  railway  company  for  permission  to 
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operate  an  electric  car  in  charge  of  one  mao.     Re  Milford,  A.  &  W. 
Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915D,  791. 

336.  A  charge  that  a  street  railway  company  employs  inadequately 
trained  men  for  the  operation  of  its  cars  was  held  not  sustained  on  evi- 
dence that  the  men  were  subjected  to  educational  and  physical  testa 
or  given  a  period  of  from  ten  days'  to  two  wedcs*  instruction  in  the 
company's  rules  and  city  ordinances  governing  the  operation  of  the 
company's  lines,  and  were  then  sent  out  in  the  hands  of  experienced 
motormen  and  given  from  forty  to  sixty  days'  instruction  in  the  opera- 
tion  of  the  cars  before  being  intrusted  with  the  operation  themselves^ 
and  where  an  investigation  by  a  witness  riding  on  about  fifty  cars 
showed  no  instance  in  which  either  the  motorman  or  the  conductor 
operated  the  car  in  any  manner  other  than  satisfactory.  Camara  de 
Comercio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

7.  Speed  restrietiona, 

337.  The  fact  that  an  ordinance  limiting  the  operation  of  automobiles 
in  a  city  to  a  certain  speed  is  reasonable  does  not  make  an  ordinance 
limiting  the  operation  of  street  cars  to  the  same  speed  reasonable,  since 
conditions  of  operation  are  entirely  different.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat 
&  Traction  Co.  v.  Cudahy  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  893. 

338.  Street  railways  should  not  be  refused  relief  from  burdensome 
speed  and  stop  regulations  for  the  purpose  of  bettering  their  service, 
on  the  ground  that  the  cars  are  delayed  by  complicated  fare-zone  tick- 
ets and  pay-as-you-enter  cars,  since  the  companies  should  not  be  refused 
permission  to  improve  their  service  in  one  respect  for  the  reason  that 
other  improvements  might  be  made  in  the  method  of  operation.  Mil- 
waukee Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  v.  Cudahy  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,. 
893. 

339.  A  requirement  in  a  city  ordinance  that  cars  shall  not  exceed  a 
speed  of  4  miles  per  hour  on  a  bridge  and  within  100  feet  of  either 
end  thereof  was  held  reasonable  on  account  of  the  restricted  area  avail- 
able for  traffic  thereon,  but  a  requirement  that  the  speed  should  not 
exceed  6  miles  per  hour  in  a  certain  portion  of  one  city,  and  a  require- 
ment that  the  speed  should  not  exceed  15  miles  per  hour  in  another 
city,  were  held  unreasonable;  and  a  limit  of  20  miles  per  hour  was 
allowed.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  v.  Cudahy  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  893. 

8,  Stops. 

340.  A  street  railway  was  permitted  to  eliminate  certain  unnecessary 
stops  required  by  a  city  ordinance  upon  the  erection  of  suitable  signs 
at  all  street  intersections  where  cars  do  not  stop  and  at  all  points 
where  stops  are  made  in  exception  to  the  provisions  of  an  ordinance 
requiring  far-side  stops.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Mil- 
naukee  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  884. 

341.  The  petition  of  a  street  railway  company  to  eliminate  certain 
stops  required  by  a  city  ordinance,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  reducing 
running  time,  but  not  intended  by  the  company  to  give  to  its  patrona 
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the  benefit  of  the  decrease  in  headway  caused  thereby,  and  the  conse- 
quent greater  seating  capacity,  was  denied  except  as  to  a  number  of 
clearly  unreasonable  stops.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v. 
Milwaukee  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  884. 

342.  In  order  to  facilitate  the  movement  of  traffic,  cars  passing  over 
a  fire  crossing  at  which  they  are  required  to  stop  were  permitted  to 
substitute  such  place  as  a  regular  stopping  place  for  passengers,  al- 
though the  original  stop  nearby  would  better  serve  the  neighborhood. 
Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  v.  Cudahy  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E, 
893. 

343.  A  complaint  asking  that  a  street  railway  be  compelled  to  pre- 
vent the  exit  of  passengers  at  a  point  where  trolley  cars  were  brought 
to  a  stop  before  crossing  another  track,  and  to  retain  them  until  a 
safety  station  135  feet  distant  was  reached,  was  dismissed,  where  it 
appeared  that  the  passengers  would  resent,  and  the  street  and  water- 
board  of  the  city  was  not  in  favor  of  the  requested  regulation,  and 
that  the  place  in  question  was  not  more  than  ordinarily  dangerous. 
New  Jersey  Automobile  &  Motor  Club  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  670. 

9,  Car  routing* 

344.  The  public  can  beat  be  served  by  a  street  railway  company  when 
the  company  is  able  to  route  its  cars  so  that  the  car  movement  will 
conform  to  the  passenger  movement.  West  End  Business  Men's  Asso. 
v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

j.  Taxicahs, 

345.  All  public  utilities  furnishing  taxicab  service  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  are  required  to  conform  to  regulations  for  the  testing  and 
use  of  taximeters  adopted  by  the  Commission  and  made  effective  after 
September  1,  1915,  except  that,  on  application  to  the  Commission  and 
for  sufficient  cause  shown,  such  modifications  and  extensions  may  be 
made  with  reference  to  such  regulations  as  the  facts  in  each  case  may 
warrant.    Re  Regulations  of  Taximeters  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  305. 

l6.  Telegraphs. 

346.  A  request  for  the  restoration  of  telegraphic  seirvice  to  the 
inhabitants  of  a  small  unincorporated  community  was  denied  where 
it  appeared  that  owing  to  the  small  amount  of  business  it  was  un- 
profitable for  the  telegraph  company  to  employ  an  experienced  telegraph 
operator,  and  that  it  received  and  sent  the  messages  by  telephone  to 
another  office  for  transmission,  the  business  being  otherwise  carried  on 
in  the  same  way  by  having  tlie  messages  written  out  on  the  usual 
blanks  for  transmission  and  preserved  as  a  record  of  the  transaction; 
that  the  company  maintained  two  regular  telegraph  offices  between  1 
and  2  miles  away,  and  that  those  who  were  telephone  subscribers  could 
telephone  their  messages  direct  to  the  regular  telegraph  office  over 
their  own  telephones  if  they  desired.  Port  Ewen  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915F,  634. 
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347.  The  mere  fact  that  a  contract  by  which  telegraph  companies 
buy  from  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  the  right  to  furnish  stock 
quotations  at  retail  to  subscribers  in  a  city  contains  a  provision  giv- 
ing the  exchange  the  right  of  approval  of  applicants  for  such  service, 
in  order  to  prevent  an  improper  and  unlawful  use  thereof,  does  not, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  such  unlawful  purpose,  justify  the  com- 
panies in  refusing  service  to  one  who  has  failed  to  obtain  the  approval 
of  the  exchange.    Stock  Ticker  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1068. 

348.  A  petition  for  stock  quotation  service  from  telegraph  companies 
by  one  who  has  been  refused  such  service  because  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange  has  not  approved  his  application  to  the  telegraph  companies 
therefor  under  the  terms  of  a  contract  between  the  companies  and  the 
exchange  reserving  such  right  of  approval  to  the  latter,  in  order  to 
prevent  the  unlawful  or  improper  use  of  quotations,  will  not,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  that  the  quotations  are  desired  for  an  unlawful  pur- 
pose, be  denied  on  the  mere  assumption  that  the  exchange  in  disap- 
proving such  application  acted  in  good  faith.  Stock  Ticker  Case 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1068. 

349.  Section  1796  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909  (Laws  1893,  chap. 
152,  §  1)  requiring  each  telegraph  company  to  maintain  an  office  in 
the  county  seat  of  each  county  when  its  line  run  through  such  county 
seat  is  largely  superseded  by  the  Public  Utilities  act  and  other  related 
statutes  enacted  since  1893.  State  ex  rel.  Caster  v.  Kansas  Postal- 
Teleg.  Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  222  (S.  C.  —  Kan.  — ,  160  Pac.  544). 

I.  Telephones* 

1,  In  general* 

Compliance  with  order  requiring  discontinuance  of  telephone  service  on 
a  competing  line,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  4. 

Temporary  inadequate  telephone  service  not  ground  for  refusing  in- 
crease of  rates,  see  Rates,  365. 

Increased  telephone  rates  authorized  to  furnish  revenue  to  give  all  day 
Sunday  service,  see  Rates,  380. 

350.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
requiring  an  intending  subscriber  to  purchase  stock  before  service  would 
be  given  him,  on  the  ground  that  such  practice  is  unnecessary,  im« 
practical,  and  works  hardship  on  the  public.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (S.D.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

361.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  a  patron  in  first  sub- 
scribing for  service  must  contract  for  such  service  for  one  year,  after 
which  the  contract  shall  be  self-renewing  for  consecutive  terms  of  three 
months  each,  terminable  at  the  end  of  any  such  terra  upon  thirty  dajrs* 
previous  written  notice  from  either  party,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

352.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  joint  user  shall  include  any 
and  all  service  not  specified  by  the  main  line  listing,  and  that  one  main 
and  one  joint  user  may  be  served  on  one  main  line  unless  the  main -line 
subscriber  should  desire  the  joint-user  rate  to  cover  his  own  additional 
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business,  was  approved.     Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R. 
1915A,  359. 

353.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  discontinue  the  practice  of 
allowing  traffic  from  lines,  other  than  its  own,  to  be  switched  into 
the  exchange  of  its  connecting  company,  and  thence  to  the  connecting 
company's  subscribers,  where  there  was  a  contract  for  free  interchange 
of  service.  Mahanpah  v.  Arnett  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
1029. 

354.  The  present  user  of  a  telephone  connection,  who  has  succeeded 
to  the  property  rights  of  a  former  patron,  cannot  be  lawfully  denied 
the  right  U>  service  to  which  such  former  patron  was  entitled,  on  the 
theory  that  the  present  connection  was  a  new  one  in  violation  of  a  ter- 
ritorial-partition contract  by  which  the  company  has  agreed  not  to 
ccmtinue  service  in  the  territory  in  which  the  connection  was  made. 
Hughson  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
867. 

355.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  construct  an  additional 
trunk  line,  where  it  appeared  that  10  per  cent  of  trunk  calls  outgoing 
from  a  certain,  exchange  were  not  completed  during  the  busy  hour  on  ac- 
count of  busy  trunk  lines.  Coady  v.  La  Crosse  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  565. 

356.  The  furnishing  of  telephone  service  to  the  public  by  means  of 
switch  boards  and  other  equipment  installed  by  the  utility  in  the  lobby 
of  a  hotel,  but  controlled  and  operated  by  the  hotel  in  connection  with 
equipment  without  the  hotel  controlled  and  operated  by  the  utility,  is 
objectionable  as  dividing  the  responsibility  for  the  service.  Hotel  Sher- 
man Co.  V.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  776. 

357.  An  agreement  of  a  telephone  company  to  connect  at  its  own 
expense  lines  from  residences  of  railroad  employees  to  their  roundhouse 
in  another  town,  and  to  permit  the  continuance  of  the  connection  of  the 
line  of  another  employee  with  the  switch  board  of  another  company 
in  the  town  where  the  roundhouse  was  located,  until  such  time  as  it 
should  provide  continuous  twenty-four  hour  toll  service  between  the 
towns,  was  approved  where  the  residences  were  without  the  territory 
served  by  the  company  maintaining  connections  between  its  switch 
board  and  all  the  residences,  and  it  was  necessary  that  the  employees 
have  continuous  access  to  the  roundhouse.  Nelson  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  868. 

358.  A  telephone  company  was  permitted  to  discontinue  an  exchange 
-which  was  not  self-sustaining,  and  to  transfer  the  subscribers  to  an- 
other exchange  with  the  additional  right  to  receive  free  service  from  a 
third  exchange,  rather  than  to  increase  the  rates,  although  the  change 
would  cut  off  two  towns,  where  the  change  would  result  in  more  effi- 
cient service  and  more  connections,  and  where  an  increase  in  rates, 
with  an  additional  rate  for  the  third  exchange,  would  impose  a  greater 
burden  than  the  present  service  would  justify.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F,  714. 

359.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  install  a  new  exchange,  and 
to  connect  therewith  parties — not  exceeding  ten  to  a  line — desiring 
service  from  the  district  beyond  the  4-mile  radius  of  its  local  exchange 
in  a  neighboring  village,  and  to  provide  sufficient  trunk  lines  between 
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the  new  and  old  exchanges,  where  it  appeared  that  there  was  no  prac- 
ticable way  of  handling  the  traffic  from  beyond  the  4-mile  exchange 
radius  directly  through  the  old  exchange,  with  a  proper  limitation  as 
to  the  number  of  parties  on  a  line,  unless  the  rate  was  such  as  to  dis- 
courage the  use  of  the  service.  Re  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  617. 


2,  Observance  of  standards* 

360.  Standards  of  telephone  service  prescribed  by  the  Commission 
will  be  expected  to  be  strictly  complied  with,  while  rates  producing  a 
7  per  cent  return  upon  the  investment  are  allowed  to  stand.  Ander- 
son V.  Pierce  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  330. 

361.  A  farmer's  telephone  company  rendering  inadequate  service  was 
ordered  to  comply  with  the  standards  for  telephone  service,  fixed  by  the 
order  of  the  Commission,  on  August  13,  1914.  Henton  v.  Leeds  Farm- 
ers' Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  233. 

362.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  comply  within  a  reasonable 
time  with  the  Commission's  Standards  for  Telephone  Service  Rules 
(August  13,  1914)  requiring  such  construction  as  will  eliminate  cross- 
talk.   Pospichal  V.  Muscoda  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.  1915 A,  99. 

363.  A  telephone  company  was  required  to  connect  subscribers  with 
the  line  which  is  geographically  best  adapted  to  their  service,  when  addi- 
tional lines  were  constructed  to  relieve  overloading  as  required  by  the 
Commission's  Standard  of  Telephone  Service  Rules.  Pospichal  v.  Mus- 
coda Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  99. 

364.  A  telephone  company  rendering  inadequate  service  was  ordered 
to  construct  within  a  reasonable  time  and  to  maintain  between  two 
points  a  through  line  along  which  few,  if  any,  subscribers'  instruments 
are  installed,  as  required  by  the  Commission's  Standards  of  Telephcme 
Service  Rules,  August  13,  1914.  Grantman  v.  Theresa  Union  Teleph. 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  103. 

365.  A  telephone  company  rendering  inadequate  service  was  ordered 
to  employ  such  additional  help  as  would  enable  it  promptly  to  investi- 
gate and  remove  all  causes  of  complaint,  as  required  by  the  Commission's 
Standards  of  Telephone  Service  Rules,  August  13,  1914.  Grantman  v. 
Theresa  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  103. 

366.  A  telephone  company  rendering  inadequate  service  was  ordered 
to  employ  such  additional  help  as  would  enable  it  to  make  sufficient  and 
regular  service  tests  and  inspections  of  its  lines  and  apparatus  as  re- 
quired by  the  Commission's  Standards  of  Telephone  Service  Rules,  Au- 
gust 13,  1914.  Grantman  v.  Theresa  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  103. 

367.. A  telephone  company  rendering  inadequate  service  was  ordered 
to  establish  within  a  reasonable  time  a  public  toll  station  at  a  point  on 
a  through  line,  such  station  to  be  so  situated  that  it  would  be  con- 
venient for  local  and  transient  toll  patrons,  as  provided  for  in  the 
Commission's  Standards  of  Telephone  Service  Rules,  August  13,  1914. 
Grantman  v.  Theresa  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A.  103. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SERVICE,  VII.  1,  3—5.  607 

8.  Character  of  equipment, 

368.  A  telephone  pompany  was  directed  to  replace  its  line  with  No. 
S  wire  instead  of  No.  12  wire,  where  it  was  found  that  its  use  would 
relieve  the  overloading  of  the  line  and  solve  much  of  the  difficulty  in 
the  transmission  of  messages.  Be*Cheyenne  Valley  Electric  Teleph.  Co. 
iS,D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  932. 

4,  Metallic  or  grounded  circuit* 

369.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  substitute  full  metallic 
lines  for  grounded  circuits,  which  annoyed  patrons  by  cross  talk,  where 
there  was  nothing  peculiar  in  the  situation  which  made  metallic  cir- 
cuits less  necessary  for  adequate  service  than  in  other  cities  of  the 
state  of  the  same  approximate  population,  practically  all  of  which  had 
full  metallic  lines.    Re  Richland  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  12. 

370.  A  telephone  company  acting  reasonably  and  with  a  proper  re- 
gard to  public  interests  should  be  permitted  to  change  its  equipment 
from  a  grounded  to  a  metallic  circuit,  notwithstanding  the  objection  of 
«  small  portion  of  its  subscribers,  who  insist  upon  the  continuance  of 
the  grounded  system  because  it  affords  a  cheaper  service.  Re  Lincoln 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  803. 

371.  The  fact  that  misrepresentations  were  inadvertently  made  by 
representatives  of  a  telephone  company  in  inducing  subscribers  to  con- 
sent to  a  change  from  a  grounded  to  a  metallic  service  should  not  stand 
in  the  way  of  the  establishment  of  such  service,  where  it  appears  that 
public  convenience  requires  it,  that  the  company  made  an  honest  effort 
to  correct  such  misrepresentations,  and  that  a  substantial  majority  of 
the  subscribers  desire  the  better  service.  Re  Lincoln  Tleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  803. 

372.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company  has  entered  into  a  contract 
with  farm  subscribers  on  its  exchange,  providing  that  rates  for  grounded 
service  are  not  to  be  disturbed  for  a  period  of  five  years,  is  not  a  bar 
to  the  establishment  of  a  metallic  circuit  on  the  rest  of  its  line  within 
■a  city,  where  it  appears  that  the  existence  of  an  electric  plant  within 
the  city  makes  the  operation  of  a  grounded  system  therein  impossible; 
that  the  bulk  of  the  traffic  in  which  the  city  subscribers  are  interested 
is  within  the  city  itself;  and  that  the  combination  of  grounded  and  me- 
tallic plants  lA  not  uncommon  and  is  recognized  as  a  necessity  from  the 
standpoint  of  economic  development,— especially  where  the  agreement 
between  the  company  and  the  subscribers  on  the  farm  lines  is  contin- 
gent upon  the  authority  of  the  Commission  to  change  it,  and  it  can  be 
abrogated  at  any  time  that  the  public  service  may  require.*  Re  Lincoln 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJR.1915D,  803. 

5.  Party  line, 

373.  Four  party-line  residence  telephone  service  is  looked  upon  with 
favor  by  the  Commission,  and  should  be  furnished  wherever  practicable 
Re  Sabetha  Mut.  Teleph.  CJo.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

374.  There  should  not  be  more  than  six  business  telephones  on  a  lino 
in  a  small  town.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &,  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
714. 
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375.  There  should  not  be  more  than  ten  telephone  subscribers  on  a 
single  farm  line.  Re  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
354.  I 

376.  A  telephone  company  having  more  than  twelve  subscribers  on 
certain  of  its  rural  lines  was  ordered  to  rectify  the  resulting  service 
conditions  by  Increasing  the  number  of  its  lines  in  compliance  with  the 
Commission's  Standard  of  Telephone  Service  Rules  (August  13,  1914) 
providing  that  the  number  of  subscribers  on  any  line  shall  not  be  greater 
than  that  consistent  with  adequate  service.  Pospichal  v.  Muscoda 
Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  99. 

377.  A  telephone  company  which  is  unable  to  reduce  the  length  of  its 
farm  lines  should  make  an  effoH  to  reduce  the  number  of  subscribers 
thereon,  where  a  complaint  as  to  the  quality  of  the  service  rendered  is 
largely  due  to  the  length  of  the  lines  and  the  number  of  subscribers 
thereon.     Re  Crownover  Teleph.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915E,  571. 

378.  Each  subscriber  to  telephone  service  has  a  legal  right  to  select 
the  class  of  service  which  shall  be  furnished  him,  whether  main  or  party 
line,  either  at  the  time  he  installs  his  telephone  or  at  any  time  while 
the  relation  of  subscriber  exists.  Re'  Beresford  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  J>.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  515. 

6.  Rural  lines. 

379.  The  service  over  rural  lines  cannot  be  maintained  where  the 
individual  farmers  are  supposed  to  furnish  all  renewals  of  equipment 
and  there  is  no  organization  or  individual  to  be  held  responsible  for 
the  up-keep  of  the  entire  line.  Re  Kingston  Teleph.  O).  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  839. 

380.  A  telephone  company  switching  farm  lines  cannot  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  poor  service  due  to  the  unusual  length  of  the  lines,  and 
the  number  of  subscribers  thereon,  and  to  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  the 
type  of  telephone  instruments  in  use  on  such  lines.  Re  Crownover 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  571. 

7.  Toll  lines, 

381.  The  toll  business  of  a  telephone  company  should  not  be  allowed 
to  become  a  burden  to  the  exchange,  and  if  it  is  found  that  it  is,  suf- 
ficient operators  should  be  employed  so  that  all  traffic  can  be  handled 
promptly  and  efficiently.  Re  Crownover  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJL 
1915E,  571. 

S.  Exchange  areas. 

382.  A  town  telephone  exchange  and  the  rural  lines  owned  and  oper- 
ated by  it,  or  rural  lines  connected  with  it  on  the  switching  basis,  con- 
stitute an  exchange  or  unit  for  telephone  service.  Re  Telephone  Cos.  (8. 
D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

383.  When  a  rural  line  is  connected  to  an  exchange,  it  becomes  a 
part  of  the  exchange,  tae  same  as  if  in  the  local  exchange  area.  Mahan- 
nah  V.  Arnett  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1029. 

384.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  the  exchange  limits  shall  be 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SERVICE,  VII.  1,  9.  509 

the  villiige  or  city  limits  where  excbangsB  are  operated  was  approved, 
it  being  taken  to  indicate  merely  the  division  line  between  local  and 
rural  service,  and  not  that  a  toll  will  be  charged  between  the  various 
cities  and  villages.  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A. 
359. 

385.  Subscribers  in  a  given  locality  are  better  served  by  being  in- 
cluded as  part  of  a  local  service  area  of  another  conununity  than  they 
would  be  if  set  apart  in  a  theoretical  area  by  themselves  and  colnpelled 
to  pay  toll  for  outside  communications,  where  it  appears  that  from  80 
to  85  per  cent  of  their  messages  terminate  in  the  local  service  area  of 
the  place  with  which  they  are  connected.  Meerbott  v.  New  York 
Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  369. 

9.  PhpHcal  connexion. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  physical  connection  between  telephone 

companies,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Physical  connection  between  telephones  not  considered  in  absence  of 

presentation  of  question  by  record,  see  Procedure,  6. 

386.  The  Wisconsin  public  utility  law  provides  that  physical  con- 
nection between  telephone  lines  shall  be  ordered  by  the  Commission 
whenever  public  convenience  and  necessity  require  it,  provided  that  such 
connection  will  not  result  in  irreparable  injustice  to  the  owners  and 
other  users  of  the  facilities,  or  in  any  substantial  detriment  to  the  serv- 
ice. Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  101. 

387.  Public  convenience  and  necessity,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
public  utility  law,  require  physical  connection  between  a  local  telephone 
exchange'  and  rural  lines,  where  it  appears  that  ninety  rural  calls  a  day 
would  be  thereby  accommodated,  and  that  the  point  at  which  connec- 
tion is  proposed  is  the  logical  trading  center  of  the  subscribers  of  the 
rural  lines,  as  well  as  of  many  of  the  subscribers  of  other  lines  of  the 
company  operating  the  rural  lines.  Belmont  A  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  101. 

388.  The  mere  fact  that  rural  telephone  lines  are  overloaded  and 
poorly  constructed  will  not  deter  the  Commission  from  ordering  their 
physical  connection  with  a  local  exchange,  on  the  theory  that  such  con- 
nection will  result  in  a  detriment  to  the  service,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  public  utility  law,  where  the  rural  subscribers  desire  such  con- 
nection and  will  be  the  only  patrons  affected  by  it.  Belmont  &  P. 
V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
101. 

389.  Physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  com- 
panies was  ordered  as  a  temporary  arrangement  pending  an  application 
for  a  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity  to  authorize  one  company 
to  establish  a  competing  service  in  territory  occupied  by  the  other, 
where  it  appeared  that  intercommunication  between  the  subscribers 
of  the  two  companies  was  essential  to  the  users  of  both.  Wayne  County 
Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Commercial  Teleph.  &  Tel^.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  673. 
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390.  The  Commission  recommended  that  some  eort  of  physical  con- 
nection and  arrangements  for  exchange  service  be  effected  between  three 
telephone  companies  which  were  desirous  of  installing  service  in  a  vil- 
lage, where  it  appeared  that  the  village  would  become  the  business  and 
social  center  of  the  neigliboring  farming  territory  on  each  of  the  linea 
in  question,  as  such  territory  became  more  fully  settled.  Re  West- 
boro  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  631. 

391.  An  interchange  of  telephone  communication  and  service  by 
means  of  lines  and  circuits  already  forming  a  physical  connection  be- 
tween the  exchanges  of  a  telephone  corporation  and  a  mutual  rural 
telephone  company  was  ordered,  the  toll  rate  to  be  charged  and  collected^ 
as  w^ell  as  the  division  to  be  made  between  the  parties,  to  be  based  up<» 
the  toll  schedule  of  the  Michigan  Independent  Traffic  Association. 
Reading  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  56. 

392.  Under  the  Oklahoma  Constitution,  the  Oklahoma  Corporation 
Commission  may  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  for  the  physical  connec- 
tion of  the  lines  of  a  local  telephone  company  with  those  of  another 
telephone  company,  furnishing  local  and  long  distance  toll  service  in 
and  through  the  same  town,  so  that  long  distance  messages  may  be  re- 
ceived from  and  transmitted  to  the  rural  and  exchange  subscribers  of 
the  local  company.  Darnell  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  80. 

393.  Physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  com- 
panies was  ordered  where  it  appeared  that  public  convenience  and  ne- 
cessity required  it  and  that  the  city  council,  in  granting  a  franchise 
to  the  company  objecting  to  the  connection,  had  been  led  by  that  com- 
pany to  believe  that  such  connection  would  be  made.  Milbank  v.  Da- 
kota Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915B,  987. 

394.  Physical  connection  between  a  toll  line  of  a  certain  telephone 
company  and  a  local  exchange  of  another  company  was  ordered  for  the 
purpose  of  maintaining  a  through  line  of  communication  between  the 
localities  served  and  the  subscribers  of  each,  it  appearing  that  adequate 
service  had  not  been  previously  established  between  such  localities,  that 
such  localities  could  not  be  communicated  with  through  the  lines  of 
either  company  alone,  that  public  convenience  required  such  communica- 
tion, and  that  such  connection  would  not  result  in  irreparable  injury  to 
the  owners  or  users  of  either  system  or  in  any  substantial  detriment  to 
the  service.  Wharton  Teleph.  Co.  t.  Upper  Sandusky  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ohio)  P.U.R.1915B,  174. 

395.  In  ordering  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  tele- 
phone companies  for  toll  service,  the  company  applying  for  such  con- 
nection was  required  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  all  toll  charges  for 
messages  originating  on  its  line,  reversed  messages  to  be  considered  as 
originating  at  the  station  or  telephone  instrument  where  delivered.  Mis- 
souri Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
183. 

396.  Physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  compa- 
nies, for  the  purpose  of  affording  long-distance  toll  service  to  the  sub- 
scribers of  the  junior  company  over  the  lines  of  the  other  company,  was 
ordered  to  be  made  only  at  a  point  at  which  there  was  no  local  corn- 
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petition,  'it  appearing  that  tlie  connection  conld  not  be  made  at  any  other 
exchanges  located  at  competing  points  without  irreparable  injury  to 
the  business  of  the  senior  company.  Missouri  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Dakota  C.  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916C,  183. 

397.  The  definition  of  the  term  "localities"  as  used  in  the  Public 
Service  Company  law  with  reference  to  physical  connection  between 
the  lines  of  telephone  companies  must  be  determined  by  the  particular 
circumstances  of  each  case.  Blairsville  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Johnstown  Teleph. 
Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915E,  933. 

398.  In  order  to  enable  the  Pennsylvania  Commission  to  act  imder 
the  provisions  of  the  Public  Service  Company  law  with  reference  to 
physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  telephone  companies,  it  must 
be  established:  (1)  That  neither  one  of  the  companies  has  lines  or 
facilities  for  connections  which  communicate  with  or  reach  both  of  the 
localities;  and  (2)  that  the  two  companies  have  lines  which  either 
form,  or  can  be  connected  so  as  to  form,  a  continuous  line  between  the 
two  localities;  and  that  if  there  is  already  communication  by  direct 
single  line  or  joint  continuous  line  of  company  or  companies,  there 
should  appear  from  the  evidence  that  public  necessity  existed  for  the 
linking  of  the  two  new  companies  whose  lines  are  continuous  when 
joined  together,  and  neither  of  which  reaches  both  localities  by  its  own 
line  or  its  facilities  or  connections.  Blairsville  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Johns- 
town Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915E,  933. 

399.  The  Pennsylvania  Commission  refused  to  order  physical  con- 
nection between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  companies  to  the  exchange 
of  a  third  company,  where  it  appeared  that  the  objecting  company  had 
connection  with  the  locality  served  by  the  complainant  through  the  lines 
of  a  fourth  company,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  latter  con- 
nection could  not  afford  adequate  service  to  the  locality  served  by  the 
complainant,  and  the  only  evidence  that  public  necessity  for  the  new 
connection  existed  was  a  petition  asking  therefor  by  a  number  of  sub- 
scribers of  complainants,  and  the  fact  that  such  connection  would  be 
more  convenient.  Blairsville  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Johnstown  Tel^h.  Co. 
(Pa.)  P.U.R.1915E,  933. 

400.  In  determining  whether  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of 
two  telephone  companies  shall  be  made  through  the  exchange  of  a  com- 
pany competing  with  applicant,  or  through  the  exchange  of  a  fourth 
company,  some  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  fact  that,  certain 
messages  would  reach  their  destination  by  a  more  direct  route  and  with 
less  switching  if  connection  were  made  through  the  exchange  of  the 
fourth  company  than  if  made  through  the  exchange  of  the  competing 
company;  but  this  factor  is  not  controlling  where  it  appears  that  con- 
nection by  the  more  direct  route  would  injure  the  business  of  the  com- 
peting compuiy,  that  only  25  per  cent  of  the  toll  business  would  be 
affected,  and  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  connection  by  the 
knger  route  is  not  practicable.  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Central 
Union  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)   P.U.R.1915E,  13. 

401.  Physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  com- 
panies was  ordered  to  be  made  through  the  exchange  of  a  competing 
company  rather  than  through  the  exchange  of  a  company  located  at 
another  place,  such  connection  to  be  made  at  the  cost  of  the  complaiii- 
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ant  and  on  such  terms  as  to  prevent  loss  of  business  to  the  competing 
company,  where  it  appears  that  such  connection  was  the  only  practicable 
manner  of  providing  adequate  toll  facilities  for  the  complainant.  Farm- 
ers' Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1915E, 
13. 

402.  Public  convenience  and  necessity  were  held  not  to  demand  a 
physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  two  telephone  companies,  where 
a  petition  for  the  connection  was  signed  by  only  a  small  minority  of 
subscribers  of  each  company  after  the  majority  had  been  importuned  to 
sign,  and  where  it  also  appeared  that  the  moving  ground  of  the  com- 
plainant was  not  to  obtain  an  interchange  of  local  service,  but  to  obtain 
the  free  service  of  its  competitor  under  a  reciprocal  arrangement  which 
would  not  be  fair  to  the  latter  and  would  result  in  its  lines  being  made 
use  of  at  little  or  no  cost  to  the  complainant.  Waynesville  Teleph. 
Exch.  V.  National  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  496. 

403.  A  telephone  company  cannot  refuse  to  make  a  physical  connec- 
tion with  the  lines  of  another  company  for  the  reason  that  such  lines 
are  grounded,  and  are  not  constructed  in  a  manner  capable  of  rendering 
good  service,  where  the  lines  are  no  different  than  those  of  other  rural 
companies  with  which  the  objector  has  established  connecticm.  Waynes- 
ville Teleph.  Exch.  v.  National  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.UJl. 
1916E,  496. 

404.  A  telephone  company  was  refused  authority  to  make  a  physical 
connection  with  the  lines  of  a  local  competitor,  which  charged  higher 
rates,  at  a  place  where  they  both  operated  exchanges,  and  with  a  third 
company  having  connection  with  the  competitor  by  means  of  a  toll  line, 
where  an  interchange  of  local  calls  on  a  reciprocal  free  basis  would 
result  in  subscribers  of  the  competitor  seeking  the  cheaper  service  of 
the  applicant,  and  if  a  protective  rate  were  applied  there  would  be  no 
intercompany  calls;  and  where  the  applicant,  by  means  of  its  trunk- 
line  connections  at  a  number  of  points,  had  access  to  the  toll  systems  of 
the  competitor,  the  third  company,  and  also  a  fourth  company  serving 
extensive  territory.  Waynesville  Teleph.  Exch.  v.  National  Teleph.  & 
Electric  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1915E,  496. 

405.  The  right  of  priority  of  a  telephone  company  to  advantages 
accruing  to  it  by  reason  of  its  connection  with  a  long-distance  line 
will  be  protected,  and  where  public  necessity  and  conv^iience  demand 
that  the  lines  of  another  company  be  connected  with  the  long-distance 
line  through  the  switch  board  and  lines  of  the  original  company,  and 
it  appears  that  no  injury  would  thereby  result  to  either  service,  such 
connection  may  be  ordered  and  the  original  company  allowed  to  impose 
a  charge  for  its  service  over  the  usual  toll  rate  by  the  long-distance 
company  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  save  it  from  injury.  Assumption 
Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916E,  940. 

406.  Two  telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  re-establish  physical 
connection  between  their  lines,  it  appearing  that  such  connection  had 
previously  been  established,  that  it  could  be  re-established  at  small 
expense,  that  a  portion  of  the  connecting  line  already  built  was  use- 
less for  any  other  purpose,  and  that  the  service  to  be  furnished  was 
reasonably  required  by  the  subscribers  of  one  of  the  companies.    Farm- 
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erg*  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  People's  Teleph.  Co.    (Wis.)    P.U.R.1915D, 
835. 

407.  The  Commission  cannot,  under  the  Ohio  Statutes,  order  a  tele- 
phone company  to  restore  physical  connection  between  its  lines  and  those 
of  other  companies,  where,  by  reason  of  different  connections  established 
by  it,  all  of  the  localities  served  by  such  other  companies  have  adequate 
interchange  of  service,  and  all  of  the  subscribers  of  the  complaining 
companies  can  reach  all  of  the  subscribers  of  the  company  refusing  to 
re-establish  the  former  connection;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  con- 
nection asked  for  would  be  more  direct.  Athens  County  Home  Teleph. 
Co.  v.  Jackson  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  312. 

408.  The  facts  that  a  hotel  is  smaller  than  when  a  telephone  com- 
pany was  ordered  to  permit  physical  conn^tion  to  be  made  between 
its  switch  board  at  the  hotel  and  that  of  another  company  maintain- 
ing telephones  in  all  the  rooms,  and  that  the  long-distance  lines  of  the 
objector  are  now  open  to  subscribers  of  the  other  company,  and  that 
the  toll  lines  of  a  third  company  are  open  to  patrons  of  the  objector, 
were  held  not  to  require  modification  of  the  findings  of  the  original 
order  as  to  the  practicability  and  public  necessity  for  the  connection. 
Wright-Dickinson  Hotel  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  828. 

409.  Two  telephone  companies  operating  exchanges  in  a  town  were 
required  to  so  adjust  their  lines  that  the  exchange  business  should  be 
operated  by  one  company  from  one  exchange,  the  toll  lines  and  the 
farm  lines  of  the  other  to  be  connected  directly  with  the  remaining 
exchange,  which  is  to  act  as  the  agent  for  the  other  in  connection  with 
the  long-dktanoe  toll-line  business,  rather  than  to  permit  both  ex- 
changes to  be  continued  in  operation  and  be  connected  by  a  trunk  line, 
where  neither  of  the  companies  was  in  the  position  to  give  all  tele- 
phone users  the  service  to  which  they  were  entitled.  Henry  Union 
Teleph  Co.  v.  Dakota  C.  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  937. 


19,  Switching  service. 

410.  A  telephone  company  may  properly  promulgate  and  enforce  a 
rule  restricting  switching  service  to  rural  subscribers,  as  all  city  or 
village  subscribors  should  pay  the  rate  that  applies  to  city  or  village 
subscribers  for  the  class  of  service  furnished.  Re  Ross  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1815D,  646. 

411.  TekphMie  companies  were  directed  to  arrange  for  switching 
connections  at  eortain  peints  on  the  basis  of  tbe  statutory  rental  rate 
of  25  cents  per  month  for  each  instrument  on  the  line,  to  be  paid 
monthly  or-  quarterly  as  they  may  agree.  Re  Cheyenne  Valley  Electric 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  932. 

412.  A  free  interchange  of  telephone  service  between  different  tele- 
phone companies  by  menus  of  rural  lines  was  difiapprt^i^,  and  rural- 
line  subscribers  receiving  switching  service  were  required  to  pay  at  least 
the  actual  cost  of  such  switching,  on  the  ground  that  while  there  may 
be  some  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  free  interchange  of  service,  yet 
if  indulged  in  to  too  great  an  extent  it  creates  such  congested  con- 
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ditioDs  that  the  service  loses  its  efficiency.     Re  Teleph.  Co.    (S.  D.) 
P.U.R.1916A,  1032. 

11.  Method  of  routing  messages. 

413.  A  telephone  company  should  transmit  messages  between  towns 
or  exchanges  over  blank  or  toll  lines,  rather  than  over  rural  lines  serv- 
ing many  subscribers,  since  it  is  not  fair  to  overburden  the  rural  lines, 
and  the  other  messages  are  entitled  to  the  privacy  of  a  toll  line.  Henry 
Union  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dakota  C.  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F; 
937. 

414.  The  privilege  of  directing  the  routing  of  the  message,  or  desig- 
nating which  of  two  competing  lines  shall  be  used,  where  two  or  more 
telephone  companies  maintain  physical  connections  for  the  transmission 
of  messages,  should  be  accorded  to  the  exchange  originating  the  call, 
having  r^ard  for  the  quick  despatch  of  the  message  and  the  least 
inconvenience  to  the  calling  party,  and  not  the  exchange  terminating 
the  call  or  the  party  calling;  but  this  privilege  is  to  be  accorded  only 
so  long  as  it  appears  to  be  a  just  and  rational  policy.  Comanche  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E,  695. 

12,  Time  consum,ed  in  answering  calls. 

415.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  improve  local  exchange 
operating  conditions,  to  take  care  of  increased  business,  it  appearing 
from  inspection  that  the  time  consumed  in  getting  the  operator  to 
answer  calls  averaged  12  seconds  per  call  on  10  calls,  and  34  seconds  per 
call  on  21  calls.  Burnett  v.  Cushing  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.Ra915A, 
638. 

13.  Hours  of  service. 

416.  A  telephone  company  operating  a  local  exchange  and  rural  party 
lines  was  ordered  to  increase  its  week-day  service  from  7  a.  m. — 9  P.  ic. 
to  6  A.  M. — ^10  P.  M.,  and  on  Saturdays  6  A.  ic. — 11  p.  ic.  Re  Beresford 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  615. 

417.  A  telephone  company  operating  a  local  exchange  aad  rural  party 
lines  was  ordered  to  increase  its  Sunday  service  furnished  from  8  a. 
M.  to  12  M.  by  the  addition  of  the  hours  1  P.  M.  to  7  p.  M.  Re  Beresford 
Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  516. 

418.  A  telephone  company  affording  night  service  for  emergmcy  calls 
only  was  ordered  to  answer  all  calls  coming  into  the  switdi  board  dur- 
ing the  night,  and  fumiBh  service  promptly,  on  the  ground  that  the 
subscriber,  and  not  the  telephone  company  or  the  switch-board  oper- 
ator, is  the  proper  person  to  determine  when  an  emergency  eodsts.  Be 
Beresford  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  616. 

14.  Transferring  money  hy  telephone. 

419.  A  telephone  company  was  authorized  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  transferring  money  by  telephone,  on  the  ground  that  that  character 
of  business  is  not  a  function  of  telephone  service,  it  appearing  that 
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whatever  bBsiness  ol  that  character  had  been  done  was  for  accoaunoda- 
tion.    Re  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  209. 

16.  Directories, 

420.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  each  main,  party,  and  rural 
telephone  shall  be  entitled  to  one  listing  in  the  directory,  was  approved. 
Re  CUrk  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916A,  359. 

421.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  in  all  cases  the  telephone 
instrument  shall  remain  in  place  without  service,  or  hold  its  original 
listing  in  the  directory,  was  approved.  Re  Clark  County  Teleph.  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  359. 

422.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  give  apartment  house  ten- 
ants, the  lines  from  whose  rooms  or  offices  ran  through  the  apartment 
house,  private  branch  exchange,  separate  telephone  directory  listings. 
Olbiston  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co,  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1025. 

423.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  it  shall  in  no  case  be  liable 
for  damages  accruing  from  errors  or  omissions  in  the  compilation  or 
printing  of  its  directory  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

424.  A  telephone  company  was  ordered  to  issue  its  directory  at  least 
once  a  year,  to  make  it  6  x  9  inches  in  size,  to  publish  such  rules,  regu- 
lations, and  general  information  as  it  desired  upon  the  front  and  back 
fly  leaves  and  to  restrict  advertisements  to  cover  pages,  additional  fly- 
leaves, and  to  1  inch  of  space  at  top  and  bottom  of  all  other  pages,  all 
advertising  appearing  in  the  section  reserved  for  the  alphabetical  list 
of  subscribers  to  be  inclosed  within  a  ruled  border,  which  shall  appear 
on  all  pages  in  such  section.  Stebbins  v.  Gothenburg  Teleph.  Exch. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  41. 

le,  Location  of  telephone. 

425.  The  Missouri  Commission  refused  to  issue  a  general  order  regu- 
lating the  location  of  telephones  in  residences  on  the  ground  that  the 
circumstances  in  each  individual  case  might  have  a  material  bearing 
on  the  proper  placing  of  such  phones.  Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

m.  Water. 

1,  In  general. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of  cost  ol  installing  water  lerTioee,  see  Depbbcia- 

TION,  92. 
Remedy  of  consumer  where  water  company  refuses  to  perform  reasonable 

service,  see  Rkmedt. 

426.  The  Missouri  Commission  refused  to  require  a  water  company 
to  deliver  water  to  consumers  at  the  curb  line  instead  of  at  the  main 
in  the  middle  of  the  street.  Joplin  v.  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.  (Mo.) 
P.U.R.1916C,  138. 

427.  The  Ckwnmission  cannot  order  a  reduction  in  water  rates  becausd 


Digitized  by 


Google 


616  SERVICE,  VII.  m.  1. 

the  water  furnished  consumers  is  impure,  since  the  only  rates  reeogniza* 
ble  presuppose  proper  service.  Kennison  v.  Madison  Water  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  247. 

428.  The  Maine  Commission,  upon  finding  the  truth  of  allegations 
that  water  furnished  to  a  village  for  domestic  purposes  by  a  water 
company  was  "unfiltered  and  impure,**  ordered  the  company  to  take 
immediate  steps  to  furnish  the  village  with  pure  water  for  domestic 
purposes,  to  report  its  plans  and  progress  within  thirty  days*  and  to 
prosecute  the  work  with  all  possible  diligence  and  expedition,  but  re- 
fused to  recommend  any  particular  method  of  improving  the  condition 
of  the  water,  or  any  particular  source  to  which  the  company  might 
go  for  a  supply,  where  it  appeared  that  the  complainants  and  a  very 
considerable  portion  of  the  population  of  the  village  objected,  because 
of  the  expense,  to  the  installation  of  a  filtration  plant,  or  to  the  taking 
of  water  from  a  more  distant  source,  and  also  took  no  steps  to  prevent 
or  diminish  the  contamination  of  the  existing  source.  Kennison  v. 
Madison  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  247. 

429.  As  it  is  the  duty  of  a  water  company  undertaking  to  furnish  a 
municipality  and  its  inhabitants  with  water  to  furnish  a  sufficient  quan- 
tity adequately  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  the  municipality  and  its  in- 
habitants, it  will  be  enjoined  from  diverting  the  water  and  applying  it 
for  irrigation  or  any  other  purpose  when  it  interferes  with  the  supply 
necessary  for  the  needs  of  the  municipality  and  its  inhabitants.  Mc- 
Cammon  v.  Harkness  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  558. 

430.  A  water  company  which  has  merely  contracted  to  deliver  water 
in  wholesale  quantities  to  the  pipes  of  another  company  will  not  be 
compelled,  at  considerable  expense  by  way  of  pumping  or  other  device, 
to  furnish  the  latter  company  a  better  service  than  is  provided  for 
direct  consumers  on  other  parts  of  its  own  system.  Frank  TurnbuU 
Co.  V.  Sweetwater  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916E,  629. 

431.  The  Maine  Commission  refused  to  require  a  water  company  to 
abolish  its  flat-rate  system  of  charges  and  to  install  meters,  which  would 
necessitate  a  considerable  capital  outlay,  until  the  nature  and  cost  of 
changes  made  in  conformity  with  an  order  of  the  Commission  that  the 
company  improve  the  quality  of  the  water  furnished  for  domestic  uses 
were  determined.  Kennison  v.  Madison  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
247. 

432.  An  individual  who  distributes  to  persons  purchasing  lots  from 
him,  water  procured  from  a  water  company,  was  ordered  to  pay  to 
the  company  his  monthly  bills  in  advance  on  or  before  the  10th  day 
of  each  month  so  as  to  procure  a  contiMioos  and  adequate  supply  of 
water  to  his  consumers,  and  was  given  permission  to  require  pay- 
ments in  advance  as  necessary,  such  payntenta  to  be  made  on  or  before 
the  5th  day  of  each  month,  and  to  disconnect  any  consumers  who  fail 
to  make  advance  payments  when  demanded  on  or  before  the  10th  of 
each  month.    Re  Courtright  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915D,  727. 

433.  Certain  rules  applicable  to  the  service  to  be  furnished  by  the 
Bakersfield  Water  Company  were  declared  reasonable.  East  Bakersfield 
Improv.  Aaso.  v.  Bakersfield  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1044. 
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2,  Turning  on  and  off, 

434.  A  utility  must  give  notice  to  a  conBumer  before  shutting  off  his 
water  supply,  except  in  case  of  an  emergency.  '  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Water  Utilities  (Mont)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

435.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  providing  that  water  may  be  shut 
off  without  notice  is  reasonable,  but  in  that  practice  the  company  is  not 
justified  in  omitting  the  notification  of  its  customers  i^en  water  is  to 
be  shut  off,  unless  conditions  absolutely  preclude  such  notice.  Re  Wat- 
0on  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1»15A,  807. 

436.  A  requirement  that  a  consumer  notify  a  water  company  when 
the  house  is  to  be  vacated  and  the  water  shut  off  is  reasonable.  Re 
Watson  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  807. 

437.  Turning  on  and  Cutting  off  water  should  be  done  by  a  represent- 
ative of  the  company  if  the  responsibility  regarding  the  meter  is  to  be 
transferred  from  the  owner  to  the  company  during  the  period  of  shut- 
off.    Re  Watson  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916A,  307.. 

438.  The  practice  of  a  water  company  in  shutting  off  water  at  nig^t 
for  the  purpose  of  making  new  connections  or  ehanges  in  the  distribu- 
tion system  is  not  proper.    Re  Watson  <N.  J.)  P.U.R.1015A,  807. 

439.  Water  which  has  been  shut  off  by  the  utility  should  not  be  turned 
on  except  by  the  utility  or  by  its  direction.  Public«>Service  Commis- 
sion V.  Water  Utilities  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  866. 

8,  Test  of  meters, 

440.  Rules  prescribing  standards  for  water  service,  and  providing  for 
the  testing  of  meters,  inspection  of  hydrants,  and  otherwise  regulating 
the  service  of  i^ater  utilities,  were  adopted  by  the  New  Hampshire  Com- 
mission, and  made  effective  on  July  1,  1915.  Re  Standards  for  Water 
Service  (N.  H.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  677. 

441.  Complaint  that  water  meters  are  inaccurate  and  unreliable  is 
not  sustained  where,  upon  a  test  of  the  only  meter  specifically  com- 
plained of,  it  was  shown  to  register  99.3  per  cent  of  the  water  passed. 
Public  Service  O>mmis6ion  ex  rel.  Bremerton  v.  Garrison-Fisher  Co. 
(Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  695. 

442.  The  expenses  of  the  removal  and  testing  of  a  water  meter  should 
be  borne  by  the  company  where  the  test  has  been  demanded  by  the 
patron  and  it  is  found  that  the  meter  is  running  fast;  and  by  the 
patron  when  it  is  found  that  the  meter  is  registering  correctly  w  run- 
ning slow;  and  by  the  company  when  the  meter  is  removed  on  its  own 
account,  for  the  purpose  of  testing.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City 
k  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

4.  Avoidance  of  tvaste. 

443.  A  water  company  furnishing  water  under  flat  rates  may  require 
the  consumer  to  confine  the  use  of  water  to  reasonable  quantities,  and 
for  the  purposes  prescribed  in  the  Commission's  rules.  Arizona  Corp. 
Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

444.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  water  company  furnishing  the  inhabitants  of 
a  municipality  with  water  to  enforce  the  rules  governing  the  use  of 
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water  to  avoid  (taste  of  the  water  supply.     McCammon  v.  Harkness 
(Idaho)   P.U.R.1915E,  558. 

445.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  consumers  to  comply  with  the  rules  gov- 
erning the  use  of  the  water  supply  to  the  end  that  a  sufficient  water 
supply  may  be  preserved  for  all  purposes.  McCammon  v.  Harkness 
(Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  558. 

6,  Furnishing  ttater  to  nonauhscriber. 

446.  A  water  utility  may  shut  off  water  from  consumers  who  habitu- 
ally furnish  water  to  nonsubscribers.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Water  UUlities  (Mont.)  P.UJ1.1916E,  866. 

447.  A  water  company  may  institute  such  rules  as  will  prerent  a 
paying  consumer  furnishing  water  regularly  to  a  noapaying  consumer. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Arix.)  P.U^.1915C, 
625. 

6.  Watering  gardens, 

448.  Consumers  paying  the  rate  prescribed  in  the  franchise  ^for  yard 
hydrants  for  the  purpose  of  sprinkling  lawns,  and  for  domestic  use" 
Iiave  the  right  to  use  water  from  such  hydrants  for  the  purpose  of 
sprinkling  gardes  where  the  garden  is  upon  the  same  lot  upon  which 
the  hydrant  is  located.  South  Buckhannon  v.  Buckhannon  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  383. 

7.  Fire  protection, 

449.  A  water  company  furnishing  a  village  water  for  fire  protection 
must  provide  pipes  of  ample  size  leading  from  the  source  of  supply  to 
the  main  reservoir  to  furnish  sufficient  pressure  for  fire  protection  at 
all  times.    McCammon  v.  Harkness  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1916E,  658. 

460.  A  water  company  furnishing  a  village  with  water  for  fire  pro- 
tection should  make  arrangements  for  carrying  off  the  surplus  water 
at  the  reservoir  when  it  becomes  full,  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  opening 
the  fire  plugs  in  the  village  or  the  shutting  off  of  the  intake  at  the 
reservoir,  when  it  can  be  remedied  by  the  expenditure  of  a  small  amount 
which  will  greatly  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  plant.  McCammon  v. 
Harkness  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  558. 

SEBVIOE  AREA. 

Of  telephones,  see  Service,  382-385. 

SERVIOE  OAPACITT. 

Presumption  of  increase  in  revenue  from  increase  in,  see  Eyidenob, 


SERVICE  CONNECTIONS. 

Reasonableness  of  fee  for  tapping  water  mains  in  street  and  laying 
laterals  to  consumers'  property,  see  Rates,  517. 

Power  of  Commissions  to  order  refund  of  amount  collected  for  in- 
stalling service  connections,  see  Reparation,  1. 
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Right  of  utility  to  assess  the  initial  cost  of,  against  the  consumer, 
see  RErrtJBN,  44. 

Expense  of  cutting  pavement  to  make  repairs  on,  as  operating  ex- 
pense, see  Retijbn,  48. 

Cost  of  disconnections  and  reconnections  at  season  resorts,  see 
Sebyice,  4. 

Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of,  see  Sebvioe,  139-167. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  requiring  replacement  at  the  consumer's 
expense  of  meter  inlet  connection,  see  Sebvice,  183. 

Right  of  sewer  company  to  require  a  new  tenant  to  bear  the  oost  of 
reconnecting  with  the  sewer  system  where  the  pipes  have  been 
discontinued  because  of  unoccupancy,  see  Service,  282. 

Consideration  of  unused  service  connections  of  a  water  company 
in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  173. 

Consideration  of  value  of  service  connections  partly  paid  for  by 
consumers  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  207. 

SERVICES. 

Right  of  utility  to  allowance  for  gratuitous  services  rendered  by 

officers,  see  Retubn,  67. 
Security  issues  for  payment  of  services  rendered  under  contract 

executed  prior  to  Utilities  act,  see  Sbcubity  Issues,  87. 
Security  Issues  for  promoter's  services  in  projecting  a  railroad,  see 

Sboubity  Issues,  107. 

SEBV1TU1>E. 

Carriage  of  freight  on  street  cars,  as  additional  servitude  on  street, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  66. 

SET  BACK  CAB. 

Adequacy  of  street  car  service  rendered  by  means  of>  see  Sebyice, 
292. 

SETTIiEMENT. 

Effect  of  settlement  in  good  faith  on  right  of  carrier  to  recover 
from  shipper  difference  between  rates  charged  and  proper 
rates,  see  Reparation,  24. 

StBTTLEBS. 

Who  may  complain  of  violation  by  lumber  company  of  contract  to 
permit  settlers  to  make  shipments  on  spur  track,  see  Parties, 
6. 


Reasonableness  of  practice  of  sewer  company  of  demsmding  deposit 

as  prerequisite  for  service,  see  Payment,  42. 
Utility  not  to  require  tenant  to  pay  bills  of  previous  occupant  of 

building  as  condition  of  rendering  service,  see  Payment,  69. 
Rates  for  sewer  service,  see  Rates,  336-339. 
Service  by  sewer  company,  see  Sebvioe,  282,  283. 
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SHADING  IK  RATES. 

Ground  for  admission  of  competition  in  fields  already  occupied,  see 
Monopoly  and  Ck>MPsxiTioN,  42-46. 

8HIF1EBNT8. 

Who  may  complain  of  violation  of  lumber  company  of  contract  to 
permit  settlers  to  make  shipments  on  spur  track,  see  Pabties, 
5. 


See  GoNBUions  and  Pati^ns. 


Power  of  state  to  regulate  commerce  on  hi^  seas,  see  Interstate 

Commerce,  4. 
As  public  utility,  see  Ptjbuc  Utilities,  32. 
Reasonableness  of  shipping  rates,  see  Rates,  340. 

SHORT  HAITI.. 

See  also  Long  and  Short  Haul. 

Higher  charge  for  shorter  hauls,  see  Discrimination,  28,  31. 

SHORT  UKE  CARRUSRS. 

Freight  rates  for,  slightly  higher  than  on  trunk  lines,  see  Rates, 
280. 

SHORT  TERM  COITSITMERS. 

Minimum  charge  for,  see  Rates,  60. 
Rates  for  electricity  to,  see  Rates,  200. 

SHORT  TERM  CONTRACT. 

Discrimination  in  telephone  rates  as  to  short  term  subscribers,  see 
Discrimination,  167. 

SHORT  TIME  SERVICE. 

Telephone  rates  for,  see  Rates,  461. 

SHUTTINO  OFF. 

Fee  for  shutting  off  water,  see  Service,  442. 

SIDE  BOARDS. 

Permitting  street  car  passengers  to  ride  on,  see  Service,  807. 

SIDE  TRACKS. 

Requiring  construction  of  side  tracks  without  compensation,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  11. 
General  demurrage  rules  as  applicable  to  cars  on,  see  RAiLROAOSy 

14. 
Agreements  for,  see  Service,  273-276. 
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SIGNALS. 

Automatic,  on  railroads,  see  Crossings,  20. 

Interference  by  high  voltage  automatic  electric  signal  system  with 

grounded  telephone  system,  see  Railboaos,  12. 
As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable 

lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 

circuits,  see  Wibes  and  Cables,  2. 

SIGNS. 

Warning  signs  at  crossings,  see  CBOSStNOS,  28. 
Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  170. 
Indicating  full  street  cars,  see  Service,  300. 

Duty  to  provide  signs  to  indicate  stops  for  street  cars,  see  Sebviok, 
340. 

SINGLE  BILL. 

Single  bill  for  several  instaflations,  see  Discrimination,  42-46. 

SINGLE  MEN. 

Per  capita  charge  for  water  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 191. 

SINKING  FUND. 

Appropriation  to  and  reserves  of,  not  to  be  carried  into  surplus 

account,  see  Aooountino,  14. 
As  method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  23-27. 
As  an  equivalent  of  depreciation  fund,  see  Depreciation,  97. 

SISTER  STATE. 

Power  of  New  Jersey  Commission  to  authorize  corporation  created 
under  laws  of,  not  to  be  consolidated  or  merged  with  New 
Jersey  corporation,  see  Consolidation,  Mbroer  and  Sale,  5. 

ConolusivenoBs  of  orders  of  Commission  of,  see  Orders,  9,  10. 

Adoption  of  rates  established  by  Commission  of,  see  Rates,  9. 

Power  of  Commission  to  direct  movement  of  trains  in,  see  Service, 
33,  34. 


Of  rolling  stock  for  purpose  of  taxation,  see  Taxation,  4-8. 

SLEEPING  CABS. 

Regulation  of  upper  berths  in,  see  Constitutional  Law,  18. 

Regulating  departure  of  sleeping  cars  operated  primarily  on  inter- 
state trains  as  interference  with  interstate  commerce,  see  In- 
terstate Commerce,  12. 

SLIDES. 

Suspension  of  railroad  service  because  of  snow,  earth  or  rock  slido^^ 
see  Service,  131. 
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SUDING  SCAUEL 

For  electric  rates,  see  Rates,  164. 

BUJP'WAY. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  DepbbciatioNi  82. 

SMAI.I.  CONSUMERS. 

Effect  of  franchise  fixing  rates  upon  establishment  of  minimum 

charge  for,  see  Rates,  228. 
Minimum  charge  for  water,  see  Rates,  503. 

SMOKINO. 

On  street  cars,  see  Service,  331. 

SMOKINO  OOMPARTBfENTS. 

On  interurban  cars  to  be  provided  with  cuspidors,  see  Sebvice,  196. 

SNOW. 

Suspension  of  railroad  service  because  of  snow  slides,  see  Serv- 
ice, 131. 

SOUTH  DAKOTA. 

Free  telephone  service  as  violation  of  South  Dakota  Anti-pass  Law, 
see  Discrimination,  182. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  admission  of  competition  in  terri- 
tory already  occupied,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  8. 

Commission  without  jurisdiction  to  compel  telephone  subscribers 
to  return  to  company  money  received  in  renting  telephones  to 
third  persons,  see  Reparation,  2. 

SFEOIAI.  DAY. 

Reasonableness  of  rates  on  interurbcm  railway,  not  to  be  determined 
by  reduced  rates  given  on,  see  Rates»  243. 

SPECIAL  LAW. 

Act  conferring  corporate  powers  upcm  boards  of  public  utility  com- 
missioners created  by  it,  as  special  law,  see  Commissions,  1. 

SPECIAL  RATES. 

For  party  line  business  telephones  in  the  country  disapproved,  see 
Rates,  405. 

SPECIAL  SERVICE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate,  see  Service,  14. 

SPECIAL  TRAIN. 

Apportionment  of  railroad  traffic  between  night  and  day  service  to 
determine  reasonablaiess  of  fares  for,  see  Apportionment,  19. 

SPECIFICATIONS. 

For  street  lighting,  offer  in  accordance  with,  see  SmvicE,  181. 
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8PEOIZTO  PERFORMANCE* 

Of  contracts,  power  of  Commission  to  enforce,  see  CoiiHissiONB, 
67. 

•PECUUkTIOir. 

speculative  aspect  of  common  stock,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  1. 

WFEED   RE8TRI0TION8. 

Reasonableness  of  regulations  restricting  speed  of  street  cars,  see 
Sbevicb,  337-^39. 

SPRINBXING. 

Right  of  consumer  paying  franchise  rate  "for  yard  hydrants  for 
the  purpose  of  sprinkling  lawns  and  for  domestic  use''  to  use 
water  for  sprinkling  gardens,  see  Service,  448. 

SPUR  TRACK. 

Requiring  construction  of,  without  compensation,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  11. 

Power  of  California  Commission  to  award  damages  for  injuries  to 
adjacent  property  by  construction  of,  see  Damages,  5. 

Who  may  complain  of  violation  of  lumber  company  of  contract  to 
permit  settlers  to  make  shipments  on  spur  track,  see  Pab- 
TIES,  6. 

Railroad  authorized  to  construct  industrial  spur  track,  although 
adjacent  property  may  be  damaged,  see  Railboads,  10. 

STABLE  EXPENSE. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  of,  between  electric  and  water  depart- 
ments of  utilities,  see  APFOBTiONMKNTy  33. 

STAGES. 

See  Automobiles. 

STANDARDS. 

Of  quality  of  natural  gas  as  affecting  rates,  see  Ratbs^  259« 
Gas  service,  see  Sebvice,  169. 
Of  electric  service,  see  Sebvice,  184. 
Of  telephone  service,  see  Sebvice,  360-367. 
Of  water  service,  see  Sebvice,  440. 
Of  valuation,  see  Valuation,  69. 

Por  crossing  of  telephone  line  by  high  tension  transmission  lines, 
see  WiBEs  AND  Cables. 

STANDBY  PUUf T. 

Right  of  consumers  of  electric  power  to  install,  see  Sesyice,  174. 

STANDBY  SERVICE. 

Rates  for,  see  Rates,  193. 
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624  STAND  PIPE— STATIONS  AND  STOPS. 

STAND  PIPE. 

Consideration  of  value  of  standpipe  not  useful  in  service  in  valu- 
ation proceedings,  see  Valuation,  168. 

STATE. 

When  not  required  to  reimburse  railroad  for  part  of  expense  for 

resurfacing  highway,  see  Apportionment,  46. 
When  not  required  to  bear  any  of  the  cost  of  separating  grade 

crossing  formed  by  railroad  tracks  and  street  of  a  town,  see 

Appobtionment,  52. 
Liability  of,  to  investors  where  securities  have  been  approved  by 

Commission,  see  Obdebs,  11. 
Transaction  by  railroad  made  under  authority  of  state  law  as  mis- 

management,  see  Railboads,  1. 

STATE  CORPORATION  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  COURTS. 

Review  of  decisions  of,  by  United  States  Supreme  Court,  see  Ap- 
peal AND  Review,  15-19. 

Federal  courts  following  decision  of  state  courts  as  to  construction 
of  statute,  see  Coubts,  6. 

STATE  PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  PUBLIC  UTILITY  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  RAILl^AT  COMMISSION. 

See  Commissions. 

STATE  REGULATION. 

Of  interstate  commerce,  see  Intebstatb  Commebob. 

STATION  AGENT. 

Financial  condition  of  railroad  company  as  affecting  application 

for  maintenance  of  station  agent,  see  Sebvks:,  232. 
Maintenance  of,  see  Sbbvioe,  232-235. 

STATIONS  AND  STOPS. 

Abstract   of   cases   dealing   with   station   ffbciUtiea,   P.U.RJ.915C, 

77;  P.U.R.1915E,  914. 
See  also  Union  Stations. 
Jurisdiction  of   Commission   over  station   facilities,  see  Comas- 

SIONS,  2. 
Rates  for  telephones  installed  in  depots,  see  Discbimination,  114- 

116. 
Discrimination  in  rates  between  stations  on  interurban  railways, 

see  Discbimination,  122. 
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STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS;  STATUTES.  625 

Borden  of  proof  as  to  confiscatory  character  of  statute  requiring 
building  and  construction  of,  see  Evidence,  8. 

Bequiring  interstate  trains  to  stop  at  designated  stations  as  bur- 
<kssk  on  interstate  commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  16-18. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  station  service,  see  Sebtice,  36» 
37. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  cars  to  stop  at  all  cor- 
ners, see  SExncE,  36. 

Height  of  platform,  see  Sbbviob,  192. 

Regulation  of  stops  for  street  cars,  see  Sseyiob,  340-343. 

Intenirbftn  eajs  substituted  without  notice  for  suburbaa  cars  re- 
quired to  make  all  stops  required  for  either,  see  Sebvice,  204. 

Stops  for  local  traffic  by  interurban  railways,  see  Service,  205. 

Stops  at  city  streets  by  interurbaa  railways,  see  Service,  206. 

Installation  of  telephone  in,  see  Service,  224,  225. 

Station  facilities  of  railroads,  see  Service,  224-246. 

Duty  of  maintaining  night  station  agent  in  village  of  300.  inhabit- 
ants, see  Servics,  235. 

Location  of,  see  Service,  236-241. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATION. 

See  Limitation  ot  Actions. 

STATUTES. 

Failure  of  utility  to  take  statutoiry  step3  to  review  order  of  right 
to  be  heard  on  mandamus  to  enforce,  see  Appeai.  and  Re- 
view,  6,  7. 

Statutory  construction  as  question  for  United  States  Supreme 
Court  or  state  court,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  18. 

New  Hampshire  statute  with  reference  to  consideration  on  appeal 
of  points  not  set  out  in  notice  of  hearing,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  23. 

Commission  as  necessary  party  to  appeal  under  New  Hampshire 
statute,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  38. 

PDwer  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  repairs  to  city 
bridge  as  between  stree^  railway  and  city,  as  dependent  upon 
and  limited  by  statute,  see  Apportionment,  41-44. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  strengthening  bridge  between  municipal- 
ity and  street  railway  compaRy  as  aifected  by  statute,  see  Ap- 
portionment, 60-65. 

Construction  of  Georgia  Public  Utility  Act  to  embrace  regulation 
of  automobiles,  see  AtrroMOBiLBS,  7. 

Ordinance  restricting  the  number  of  jitney  busses  to  be  operated 
as  obnoxious  to  statutory  provisions  against  monopolies,  see 
Automobiles,  15. 

Authorizing  building  of  bridges,  construction  of,  see  Bbidges,  2. 

Act  conferring  corporate  powers  upon  boards  of  public  utility  com- 
missioners cre^^ted  by  it  as  a  special  law,  see  Commissions,  1. 

Approval  of  Pennsylvania  Commission  not  required  to  contract  be- 
tween utilities  for  joint  use  of  telephone  poles  where  contract 
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526  STATUTES. 

was  consummated  prior  to  efTeotive  date  of  Public  Servioe  Com- 
pany law,  see  Commissions,  16. 

Jurisdiction  of  Missouri  Commission  oVer  railroad  croisings  as 
conferred  by  Public  Sendee  CommMBJon  ktw,  see  Commissions, 
20. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  validity  of,  see  Commis- 
sions, 30-34. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  complaint  under  statute  providing 
for  prosecution  by  attorney  general,  see  Commissions,  37. 

Jurisdiction  conferred  upon  Commission  by  Distriot  of  Columbia 
statute  to  regulate  sale  of  eleetrieity  by  power  eompany  to 
street  railway,  see  Commissions,  53. 

Merger  of  hydro-electric  companies  not  a  violation  of  Idaho  anti- 
monopoly  statute,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and  Sale,  3. 

Construction  of  Massachusetts  Statute  with  reference  to  word 
"sale,''  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and  Sale,  6. 

Forbidding  discrimination  in  telephone  rates  as  impairing  obliga- 
tion of  contmct  guarantying  free  service  to  stockholders,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Construction  of  statute  delegating  power  to  regulate  rates,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  52. 

Validity  of  statute  authorizing  Commission  to  determine  number 
of  tracks  to  be  laid  by  a  street  railway  company  operating 
upon  a  city  bridge,  see  Constitutional  Law,  58. 

Effect  of  Connecticut  statute  providing  that  no  electric  railway 
shall  be  constructed  across  the  tracks  of  a  steam  railroad  at 
grade,  to  prevent  construction  of  electric  railway  across  indus- 
trial spur  track,  see  Cbossinqs,  17. 

Of  Philippine  Islands  relative  to  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation, 
6. 

Authority  to  give  reduced  rates  under  Maine  statute,  see  Discbimi- 

NATION,  11. 

Application  of  provision  that  the  lowest  rate  published  or  charge<i 
for  the  same  kind  of  service  shall  be  prima  faoie  evidence  of 
a  reasonaUe  rate  where  rates  are  inftuenoed  by  eompetitive 
conditions,  see  Evidence,  27. 

Rule  that  burden  of  showing  rates  complained  of  are  unreasonable 
*is  on  complainant  not  changed  by  New  York  statute.  Laws 
1914,  chapter  240,  see  Evidence,  44. 

Vermont  statute  relative  to  the  ownership  of  stodc  by  one  corpora- 
tion in  another,  see  Inteboobpobatb  Relations,  6. 

Congressional  legislation  relating  to  headlights  on  locomotives  as 
superseding  state  regulation,  see  Intebstate  Commebgs,  7. 

Effect  of  statute  giving  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  power  to 
inspect  records,  etc.,  of  carriers,  see  Intebstate  Commebce 
Commission,  1-8. 

Purpose  of  statutes  requiring  railroad  leases  to  he  approved  by 
the  Commission,  see  Leases,  1. 

Mandamus^  compel  natural  gas  company  to  accept  provisions  of 
Oklah<9ftia  statnte,  see  Mandamus,  4. 
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STATUTES.  627 

Application  of  anti-monopoly  statute  to  public  sertice  corporations, 
see  Monopoly  and  CoMPicnnoN,  1. 

Effect  of  Idaho  Public  Utilities  act  upon  admission  into  occupied 
territory  of  utility  bona  fide  engaged  in  construction  work 
prior  to  enactment  of  statute,  see  Monopoly  and  Ck>MPETmoN, 
27. 

Effect  of  Washington  statute  giving  cities  power  to  regulate  use  of 
streets^  upon  city's  power  to  grant  franchises  to  utilities  to 
use  such  streets,  see  MuNidPALiTiKS,  5. 

Effect  of  Michigan  statute  on  right  of  wr  '^er  carriers  to  bring  pro- 
ceedings to  compel  railroad  to  establish  through  route  and 
joint  rates,  see  Parties,  6. 

Meaning  of  ''public  good"  in  New  Hampshire  statute  providing  for 
approval  of  traasfer  or  lease  of  franchige  for  property  of  <me 
utility  to  another,  see  Public  Good,  2. 

Construction  of  Illinois  statute  concerning  definition  of  public 
utilities,  see  Pttblic  Utilities,  1. 

Automobiles  carrying  freight  and  passengers  for  hire,  as  public 
utilities  under  California  Statute,  see  PuBUO  Utilities,  20, 
21. 

Motor  bus  line  as  public  utility  under  California  statute,  see  Pub- 
lic Utilities,  20,  21. 

Power  of  Commission  to  change  statutory  maximum  rates,  see 
Kates,  26-28. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Commission  over 
complaint  seeking  reparation  on  account  of  excessive  charges 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Service  Company  law,  see 
Reparation,  4. 

Bequirement  of  South  Dakota  Statute  as  to  filing  of  contract  made 
by  telephone  company,  see  Reports,  6. 

Restricting  issuance  of  stock  to  actual  investment  as  confiscatory, 
see  Security  Issues,  la. 

Validity  of  statute  authorizing  Commission  to  determine  whether 
telegraph  station  should  be  abandoned,  see  Service,  23. 

Validity  of  statute  declaring  invalid  evidences  of  indebtedness 
when  unaccompanied  by  certificate  showing  approval  by  Com- 
mission, see  Security  Issues,  24. 

Power  of  Commission  under  section  49  of  the  Public  Service  Com- 
mission law  to  direct  railroads  to  establish  switch  connectiolis, 
see  Service,  30. 

Exemption  of  municipal  plant  from  provisions  of  statute  requir- 
ing utilities  to  provide  their  own  meters,  see  Service,  155. 

Construction  of  Wisconsin  Statute  relative  to  the  construction  of 
.    union  station,  see  Ssbvicb,  242. 

Reasonable  facilities  for  interchange  of  traffic  between  common 
carriers  under  section  35  of  New  York  Public  Service  Com- 
missions laws,  see  Serviob,  281. 

Requiring  maintenance  of  telegraph  station  at  county  seat,  super- 
seded by  Publie  Utilities  Aet,  see  Sbbvice,  349. 
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628  »  STATUTES. 

Construction  of  statutes  relative  to  physical  connection  of  tele- 
phones, see  Service,  386-388,  392,  397,  398,  407. 

Necessity  of  statutory  permit  as  to  notice  and  consent  for  double- 
tracking  street  railway  under  ordinance  permitting  and  grant- 
ing right  of  way,  see  Street  Railway,  8. 

Retroactive  effect  of  Washington  Statute,  relative  to  taxation,  see 
Valuation,  16. 

1.  The  Idaho  public  utility  law  having  been  taken  almost  literally 
from  the  California  law,  the  Interpretation  theretofore. placed  upon  the 
latter  statute  by  the  California  Commission  was  presumptively  adopted. 
Re  Idaho  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Waho)  P.U.R.1916A,  2. 

2.  The  Illinois  Public  Utility  act  (Laws  1913,  p.  490)  does  not,  by 
defining  certain  words  and  terms  as  therein  used,  explaining  their  mean- 
ing as  employed  in  the  act,  include  matters  not  embraced  in  its  title, 
"An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Regulation  of  Public  Utilitiee."  State 
PubUe  Utilities  Commission  v.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 
119  (S.  C.  267  III.  528,  108  N.  E.  716). 

3.  The  Indiana  statute  (Acts  of  1906,  p.  90)  providing  that  all 
orders  of  the  Railroad  Commiseion  should  continue  in  force  for  such 
period  of  time  "not  exceeding  two  years"  as  the  Commission  shall 
direct,  did  not  have  a  retroactive  effect  so  as  to  apply  to  orders  issued 
before  the  taking  effect  of  the  statute.  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service 
Commission  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  981  (S.  C.  —  Ind.  — , 
108  N.  E.  97). 

4.  The  fact  that  the  subject,  and  not  the  object,  of  a  statute  is 
stated  in  the  title,  does  not  render  it  defective  under  the  Virginia  Con- 
stitution, prescribing  that  no  law  shall  embrace  more  than  one  object, 
which  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title.  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  v, 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1916A,  488. 

6.  An  unconstitutional  act  may  be  amended.  Com.  ex  rel.  Rich- 
mond V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

6.  An  act  purporting  to  amend  a  statute  that  has  been  repealed  is 
not  void  on  the  theory  that  there  was  no  law  in  existence  which  could 
be  amended,  where,  if  fairly  construed,  the  amendatory  act  is  a  complete 
statute  in  itself,  and  where  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction  its 
meaning  can  be  ascertained.  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  & 
0.  R.  Co.   (Va.)   P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

7.  A  carrier  cannot  object  on  constitutional  grounds  to  the  procedure 
under  Ky.  Stat.  §  829,  for  the  recovery  of  reparation  for  payments 
previously  made  to  it  for  transportation  in  excess  of  the  rates  found 
by  the  state  Railroad  Commission  to  be  reasonable,  because  on  the  sub- 
sequent trial  in  the  courts  to  enforce  the  Commission's  reparation 
order  there  is  no  right  to  adduce  evidence  other  than  such  as  was  pre- 
sented to  the  Commission  unless  the  court  shall  first  be  satisfied  that 
the  evidence  is  such  as  could  not  have  been  produced  before  the  Com- 
mission with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,  where  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  such  carrier  has  or  could  hare  any  defense  to  the  pay- 
ment of  reparation  that  it  has  not  already  either  interposed  or  waived 
in  the  prooeeding  before  the  Commission,  or  to  sliow  that  it  has  any  evi- 
dence to  be  adduced  belttre  the  court  that  it  woiild  be  prevented  from 
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OTBAMBOAT— STOCK.  62§ 

introducing  by  the  effect  of  this  restriction.  LouiBViHe  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Finn,  P.U.R.1916A,  121  (S.  C.  236  U.  S.  601,  59  L.  cd.  379,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  146,  affirming  214  Fed.  465,  former  appeal  231  U.  S.  298,  58 
L.  ed.  229,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  48). 

STEAMBOAT. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F, 

lill.  '^ 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 
Steamboat  company  authorized  to  increase  holdings  of  stock   in 

another  company,  see  Intebcobporate  Relations,  6. 
Power  of  state  to  regulate  commerce  on  high  seas,  see  Interstate 

Commerce,  4. 

STEAM  HEATIKG, 

See  Heatino. 

STEAM  LAXmCHES. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 

STEAM  POWER  PLANT. 

Depreciati6n  of,  see  Depreciation,  49,  50. 

STEAMSHIPS. 

See  Steamboat. 

STEEL  MOTOR  LAUNCHES. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  82. 

STEEL  POLES. 

Substitution  of  steel  poles  for  wooden  as  capital  charge,  see  Re- 
turn, 40. 

step  meter. 

Rates  for  electricity,  see  Rates,  161. 

STEPS. 

Height  of,  on  interurban  cars,  see  Sebvice,  197. 
Height  of  street  car  steps,  see  Seryioe,  325. 

STEREOPTICONS. 

iilectric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  172, 

STERLING  I*ENDER. 

For  street  cars,  see  Service,  326, 

STOCK. 

See  also  Secubitt  Issues. 

Ownership  of  stock  of  another  utility,  see  Intebcobporate  Rela- 
tions, 6,  7. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 34. 
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530  STOCK  BUYERS— STOCKHOLDERS. 

Proportion  of  bonds  to,  see  Sbcuritt  Issues,  145-150. 

Issuance  of,  at  less  than  par  value  by  utility  earning  fair  return, 

see  Sex^ubitt  Issues,  151,  158. 
Allowance  of  discount  on,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  06-103, 
Valuation  of  stock  in  other  companies,  see  Valuation,  209. 

STOCK  BITTEBS. 

Rates  charged,  over  toll  bridge,  see  Discrimination,  107. 

STOCK  CARS. 

Charge  for  disinfecting,  see  Rates,  294-296, 

STOCK  DIVIDENDS. 

See  also  Secubitt  Issues,  10. 

Issuance  of,  instead  of  cash,  see  Secubitt  Issues,  52. 
L^al  expenses  not  considered  in  determining  propriety  of,  see 
Valuation,  88. 

STOCK  FOOD. 

Rates  on,  see  Discrimination,  18-22. 

STOCKHOIJ>EIlS. 

Amount  paid  to,  to  secure  indorsement  to  note  secured  by  bonds, 
not  to  be  regarded  in  nature  of  bond  discount,  see  Bond  Dis- 
count. 

Objections  of  minority  stockholders  not  available  to  prevent  re- 
organization of  utilities,  when,  see  Consolidation,  Meboeb  and 
.Sale,  19. 

Statute  forbidding  discrimination  in  telephone  rates  as  impairing 
obligation  of  contract  guarantying  free  service  to  stockholders, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  43. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  contract  to  provide  free  telephone 
service  to  stockholders,  see  Contracts,  1. 

Depreciation  account  as  protection  to,  see  Depreciation,  12, 

Injury  to,  resulting  from  paying  out  in  dividends  money  properly 
applicable  to  depreciation,  see  Depreciation,  31. 

Reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  84-99. 

Presumption  of  authority  to  abrogate  contract  for  free  service  to, 
see  Evidence,  7. 

Powers  and  rights  of  stockholders  of  irrigation  companies,  see  Ir- 
rigation, 2. 

Ownership  of  property  in  utility  not  in  stockholders,  see  Public 
Utilities,  4. 

South  Dakota  Commission  without  jurisdiction  to  compel  telephone 
stockholders  to  return  to  company  money  received  in  renting 
telephones  to  third  persons,  see  Reparation,  2. 

Excessive  salary  paid  controlling  stockholder  as  part  of  return,  see 
Return,  55. 

^ig^t  of  telephone  company  to  furnish  a  telephone  to  stockholder 
for  each  share  of  stock  with  privilege  of  renting  insirument  to 
third  person,  see  Telephones,  13. 
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STOCK  IN  TRADE— STORAGE.  531 

1.  A  stockholder  of  a  holding  company  which  has  purchased  a  con- 
trolling interest  in  certain  railway  systems  of  a  city  has  not  suffered 
special  damage  entitling  him  to  assert  the  rights  of  the  public  in  a 
suit  to  have  such  combination  declared  an  imlawful  monopoly,  where 
he  bought  the  stock  with  the  knowledge  of  the  intention  to  do  the 
things  complained  of,  and  the  stock  is  worth  more  than  he  paid  for  it. 
Continental  Secur.  Co.  v.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co,  P.U.R.1915D, 
38  (S.  C.  136  C.  C.  A.  570,  221  Fed.  44). 

STOCK  Hr  TRADE. 

Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  195. 

STOCK  QUOTATION  SERVICE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  tel^p*aph  eompaaieft  to  fur- 
nish, from  another  state,  see  Sebvice,  38. 

Discrimination  in,  see  Discbimination,  207. 

Jurisdiction  of  state  Commission  to  remove  discrimination  in,  see 
Intebstate  Commerce,  9. 

As  a  public  service,  see  Pubuo  Utiuties,  37* 

See  also  Service,  347,  348. 

STOCK  TABD  COMPAHT. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Public  Utiuties,  33< 

STOCK  TAKDS. 

Terminal    facilities    at,    see    Certificate   of    Convenience    and 

Necessity,  7-11. 
Requiring  railroad  company  to  install  scales  at,  as  denial  of  due 

process,  see  Constitutional  Law,  13. 
Conclusiveness  of  order  of  Commission  of  sister  state  as  to  public 

necessity  for  proposed  construction  of  terminal  facilities  at, 

see  Orders,  9. 
Power   of   Commissions   to   direct   reconstruction   of,   see   Public 

Utiuties,  33. 
Duty  of  railroads  to  maintain  terminal  facilities  at,  see  Rail- 
roads, 2. 
Certificate  of  convenience  for  terminal  facilities  at,  see  Railroads, 

7. 
Charge  for  disinfecting  by  railroad,  see  Rates,  294. 

STOP  BOXES. 

Ownership  of,  for  water  service,  see  Service,  168. 

STOPS. 

See  Stations  and  Stops. 

STORAGE. 

Charge  for  storage  of  explosives,  see  Rates,  285. 
Of  water,  adaptability  of  land  for  purpose  of,  as  affecting  valua- 
tion, see  Valuation,  215. 
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^STORAGE  BATTERY. 

Reasonableness  of  rule  of  electric  company  providing  for  a  discon- 
tinuance of  service  upon  exhaustion  of,  see  Serviob,  114. 

STORAGE  WAREHOUSE. 

Cold  storage  plant  as  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities,  23,  24. 

Sale  of  property  and  franchise  used  in  storage  warehouse  and  gen- 
eral merchandise  business  authorized,  see  Secubity  Idsuca, 
81. 

STORE. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of,  see  Apportion ment,  6. 

STORE  KEEPERS. 

Payment  by  telegraph  company  of  conunission  to,  on  messages 
collected  by  them  and  refusing  to  pay  sanfte  commission  to 
competing  company  as  discrimination,  see  Disckucination, 
1,2. 

STORES. 

Allowance  for,  as  part  of  working  capital,  see  Valuation,  234, 
236,  237,  238,  260. 

STORMS. 

Amortization  of  losses  caused  by  storms  and  floodi,  see  RsrtTBjr, 
86,  86. 

STRAIGHT  I«IHE. 

Method  of  computing  depreciation,  see  Depbeciation,  23-27. 

STREET  CARS. 

Municipal  regulation  of  street  cars  as  interference  with  inteistate 

commerce,  see  Interstate  CoMuptCB,  3. 
Sufficiency  of,  of  street  railway,  see  Service,  297-318. 
Use  of  front  doors  of,  as  exit,  see  Sebvice,  310. 
Equipment  and  sanitation  of,  see  Service,  319-330. 
Height  of  street  car  steps,  see  Service,  325. 
Cleaning  of  street  cars,  see  Service,  329. 
Smoking  on  cars,  see  Service,  331, 
Training  of  car  operators,  see  Service,  336. 

STREET  LIGHTING. 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  expenses  between  street  light- 
ing and  commercial  lighting  and  power,  see  Apportiqnment, 
32. 

Reduced  rates  for,  see  Discriicination,  60-62. 

Effect  of  awarding  contract  for,  to  new  company,  see  MoNOFOLT 
and  Competition,  29. 

Validity  of  contract  for,  see  Municifalities,  10. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  174-178. 

Offer  in  accordance  with  specifications,  see  Service,  181. 
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STREET  RAILWAYS. 

i 

/.  In  generalf  J— <>. 
//.  Construction  and  equipment,  7—14. 

/.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity 
for  operation  of  street  railways,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  service  by.  Appendix,  P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 

Accounting  for,  see  Accounting. 

Distinction  between  railroads  and,  as  question  for  United  States  Su- 
preme Court,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  18. 

Apportionment  of  property  and  expenses  where  utility  is  furnishing 
several  kinds  of  service,  see  Apportionment,  32,  34,  38,  40. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  investment  where  tracks  are  used  joint- 
ly by  interurban  railway  companies,  see  Apportionment,  67-73. 

Apportionment  of  revenues  arising  from  carrying  transfer  passengers, 
see  Apportionment,  74. 

Capacity  of  regulation  of  jitneys  operating  in  competition  with,  see 
Automobiles,  2. 

Right  of  municipalities  to  provide  for  future  needs  in  determining  char- 
acter of  bridge  to  cost  of  which  street  railway  company  using  it  is 
obliged  to  contribute,  see  Bridges,  2. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  local  assessments  for  paving 
against,  see  Commissions,  46. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate  sale  of  electricitj  by  power  company 
to,  see  Commissions,  53. 

Consolidation  of,  see  Consolidation,  Merger  and  Sale. 

Effect  of  contract  between  city  and  street  railway  company  upon  the 
right  of  the  Commission  to  regulate  bridges  erected  by  the  city 
upon  which  street  cars  are  operated,  s^  Constitutional  Law,  34. 

Effect  of  restriction  in  rates  in  franchise,  upon  the  right  of  the  Com- 
mission to  regulate  rates,  see  Constitutional  Law,  35. 

Power  of  Commission  to  prevent  discrimination  in  rates  charged  by,  to 
scenic  railways  for  use  of  special  cars,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
41. 

Carriage  of  freight  hj  street  car  as  additional  servitude,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  66. 

Duty  of,  upon  the  abolishment  of  grade  crossing  formed  by  railroad 
track  and  city  streets  used  by  street  railway  and  gas  utility,  see 
Crossings,  26. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Dkpbboiation. 

Discrimination  in  rates,  see  Discrimination,  generally  and  particu- 
larly, 147-149. 

Use  of  tracks  of,  by  interurban  railway,  see  Interoorpoeate  Rela- 
tions, 11-15. 

Municipal  regulation  of  street  railways  as  interference  with  interstate 
commerce,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  3,  5. 

Interstate  commerce  by,  see  Interstate  Commerce,  5. 
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Rates  for,  see  Rates,  generally  and  particularly,  241-956. 
Competition  by,  consideration  to  be  given  to,  in  fixing  reasonableness 

of  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  265. 
Return  of,  see  Retubn,  generally  and  particularly,  166-172. 
Security  issues  by,  see  Security  Issues.  ' 

Service  by,  see  Service,  generally  and  particularly,  284-344. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  in  respect  to  equipment  of  street  cars  with 

vestibules  and  the  heating  of  the  vestibules,  see  Service,  8. 
Power  of  Commission  to  compel  the  extension  of  street  railway  by,, 

beyond  territory  covered  by  charter,  see  Service,  16. 
Carriage  of  freight  by,  see  Service,  40,  41. 
Abandonment  of  service  by,  see  Service,  117,  118,  133. 
Seats  for  passengers  on  street  cars,  see  Service,  297-318. 
Heating,  ventilation,  and  sanitation  of  cars,  see  Service,  328-330. 
Valuation  of  street  railways,  see  Valuation. 

1.  The  number  of  automobiles  purchased  by  a  street  railway  com- 
pany should  be  carefully  restricted  to  the  needs  of  the  service,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  automobile  depreciation  is  very  rapid  and  mainte- 
nance charges  are  large.  Re  Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  411. 

2.  A  city  has  the  power  to  grant  a  street  railway  company  the 
right  to  carry  passengers  separate  and  apart  from  the  right  to  carry 
freight,  under  a  statute  providing  that  a  city  may  grant  to  a  street 
railway  the  use  of  its  streets  to  lay  tracks  and  run  cars  for  carriage 
of  freight  and  passengers.  Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home  v.  Waupaca 
Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  251. 

3.  Permission  to  carry  freight  within  a  city  will  not  be  inferred 
from  an  ambiguous  provision  in  a  street  railway  franchise  that  parcels 
other  than  hand  baggage  may  be  carried  upon  the  cars,  especially  where 
an  ordinance  granting  the  right,  afterwards  passed  by  the  common 
council,  was  defeated  upon  submission  to  popular  vote.  Wisconsin 
Veterans*  Home  v.  Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  261. 

4.  The  sale  by  a  railway  company  operating  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  of  electrical  current  purchased  from,  and  under  a  contract 
with,  a  power  company  whose  stock  it  acquired  by  virtue  of  an  act 
of  Congress  permitting  the  railway  to  acquire  stock  of  a  company  sup- 
plying or  under  contract  to  supply  power  for  operative  purposes,  and 
to  guarantee  the  power  company's  bonds  as  part  of  said  contract,  but 
prohibiting  a  transfer  to  it  of  the  power  company's  property,  is  ultra 
vires  the  authority  conferred  by  said  act.  Re  Washington  R.  &  E. 
Co.   (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915F,  34. 

5.  Compensation  paid  by  a  street  railway  for  the  use  of  a  county 
bridge  is  not  a  *^tax,"  but  may  be  imposed  for  a  distinct  and  unusual 
use,  requiring  a  more  expensive  structure  than  the  ordinary  use  by  the 
public  demands,  for  the  additional  cost  is  for  the  benefit  of  a  private 
enterprise  in  excess  of  the  public  need  and  for  which  it  should  pay 
a  reasonable  compensation.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Util- 
ity  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915C,  224  (S.  C.  87  N.  J.  L.  250,  93  Atl.  685). 

6.  A  company  asking  that  a  street  railway  company  be  required 
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to  install  a  system  on  its  trolley  cars  by  which  occupants  of  vehicles 
following  a  trolley  car  may  receive  notice  that  it  is  about  to  stop  was 
dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  order  requested  should  apply  uni- 
formly to  all  street  railways  in  the  state,  which  could  not  be  effected 
without  granting  hearings  to  the  street  railways  other  than  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  the  fur^er  ground  that  tlie  Commission  was  of  the  opinion 
that  adoption  of  the  suggestion  would  not  promote  greater  safety. 
New  Jersey  Automobile  A  Motor  Club  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1916B,  670. 

//.  Canetruction  and  equiptnent. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  the  construction,  change  of  location,  and 
equipment  of  street  railways,  P.U.R.1915F,  994. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  car  equipment,  P.UJ1.1915C,  170. 

Interference  by  court  of  order  relative  to  the  number  of  tracks  and  the 
kind  of  rails  to  be  used  on  a  bridge  used  jointly  by  a  city  and  a 
street  railway  company^  see  Appeal  and  Review,  28. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  construction  of  maintenance  of  crossings,  see 
Apportionment,  41-44,  47-51. 

Apportionment  of  cost  of  bridge  between  municipality  and  street  rail- 
way company  using  bridge,  see  Apfobtionjcent,  59-66. 

Validity  of  statute  authorizing  Commission  to  determine  number  of 
tracks  to  be  laid  by  a  street  railway  company  operating  a  line 
upon  a  city  bridge,  see  Constitutional  Law,  67,  68. 

7.  The  approval  of  the  New  Jersey  Board  of  Public  Utility  Com- 
missioners is  not  required  upon  the  granting  of  an  ordinance  permitting 
a  street  railway  company  to  lay  a  double  track  in  place  of  a  single 
track,  where  the  company  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  street  under 
the  original  ordinance  granting  it  the  privilege  of  laying  a  single  track 
therein.     Re  Public  Service  R.  Co.    (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1915D,  538. 

8.  The  provisions  of  the  New  Jersey  limited  franchise  act  (Laws 
1906,  p.  50;  3  Comp.  Stat.  p.  3562,  Amended  Laws  1912,  p.  756)  with 
respect  to  notice  and  consent  need  not  be  complied  with  in  the  passage 
of  an  ordinance  granting  a  street  railway  company  the  right  to  lay  a 
double  track  in  {)lace  of  a  single  track,  where  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  with  reference  to  notice  and  consent  were  complied  with  upon 
the  passage  of  the  original  ordinance  granting  the  right  to  lay  the 
single  track.    Re  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  538. 

9.  The  compulsory  relocation  of  a  track  of  a  street  railway  com- 
pany in  a  highway  whereby  much  of  the  investment  of  the  existing 
location  would  be  lost,  and  an  additional  expense  in  excess  of  $25,000 
occasioned,  would  be  justified  only  by  a  clear  showing  of  improved  con- 
ditions of  service  and  safety  of  operation.  Re  Connecticut  Co.  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  1099. 

10.  A  street  railway  company  will  not  be  compelled  to  change  the 
location  of  its  track  in  a  66-foot  highway  from  a  point  about  15  feet 
from  the  westerly  fence  lix^  to  a  point  about  15  feet  easterly  near  the 
center  of  the  highway,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  eliminate  the  chance 
of  unnecessary  disturbance  of  the  highway  if  the  company  should  decide 
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in  the  near  future  to  install  double  tracks  in  the  center  thereof,  and 
remove  dangerous  conditions  at  private  driveways  leading  from  abutting 
property,  it  appearing  that,  in  addition  to  a  considerable  loss  to  the 
company,  occasioned  by  such  relocation,  the  neighborhood  was  sparsely 
settled;  that  there  was  ample  room  for  vehicular  traffic;  that  such  dan- 
ger as  existed  with  reference  to  private  driveways  could  be  remedied 
at  small  expense;  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  or  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  company  of  using  two  tracks  within  five  or  ten  years.  Re 
Connecticut  Co.  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1099. 

11.  All  defective  tracks  of  a  street  railway  company  causing  un- 
necessary noises  or  jarring  were  ordered  replaced  or  repaired  within 
ninety  days  from  the  effective  date  of  the  Commission  order,  and  were 
directed  thereafter  to  be  kept  free  from  such  objection.  West  End 
Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482. 

12.  In  considering  an  application  of  a  street  railway  for  authority 
to  relocate  a  portion  of  its  lines,  the  adequacy  and  convenience  of  the 
service  are  to  be  considered  above  the  preservation  or  enhancement  of 
property  values  and  business  conditions  along  the  old  and  proposed 
routes.    Re  Lincoln  Traction  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  269. 

13.  Minimum  clearances  of  railroads  and  street  railways  in  future 
construction  and  reconstruction  in  the  state  of  Illinois  are  governed 
by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission  prescribed  in  con- 
ference ruling  No.  17.  Conference  Ruling  No.  17  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
141. 

14.  A  street  railway  was  required  to  install  "terminal  boxes"  in 
manholes  instead  of  on  poles,  although  the  cost  of  such  installation 
was  considerably  greater,  where  it  appeared  that  it  was  the  policy  gf 
the  city  in  which  the  railway  was  located  to  improve  its  streets  by 
the  removal  of  unsightly  and  unnecessary  obstructions.  Re  Connecti- 
cut Co.   (Conn.)   P.U.R.1915C,  332. 

STREETS. 

See  Highways  and  Stbects. 

STREET  TRAFFIC. 

Power  of  Commission  to  regulate,  see  Commissions,  51. 

STRUCTURES. 

Allowance  of  percentage  for  overhead  expenses  on,  see  Vai^ation, 

140. 

SUBlfERGED  LAND. 

•  Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  213* 

SUBSCRIBERS. 

See  Consumers  and  Patbons. 

SUBSIDIARY  COICPANT. 

Interest  paid  by,  to  a  holding  company  upon  money  advanced 
for  the  construction  and  purchase  of  its  system  as  an  operat- 
ing expense,  see  Return,  41. 
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SUBURBAN  COMMUKITY. 

Apportionment  of  mvestment'and  revennee  of  water  compaay  serv- 
ing a  eity  and  also  subtirbaa  eommunities,  Bee  Appobtionment, 
24. 

SUBURBAN  SERVICE. 

Rates  on,  not  comparable  with  main  line  rates,  see  Discbimina- 
TioN,  135,  136. 

SUBURBAN  TERRITORY. 

Extension  of  city  telephone  rates  to,  see  Rates,  366. 

SUBWAY. 

Apportionment  of  expense  necessitated  by,  see  Apportionmbnt,  56. 
Ordered  constructed  in  order  to  abolish  grade  crossing,  see  Cfioss- 

INGS,  21. 
Allowance  of  rental  of,  in  return;  see  Retubk,  64. 

SUFFICIENCY. 

Of  evidence  generally,  see  Evidence,  54-62. 
Of  complaint,  see  Pleading,  6-9. 
Of  service,  see  Sebvicb. 

SUMMER  RESORT. 

'Blanket  rates   of   interurban   railway  to,   as  discrimination,    see 

DiSOBIMINATION,   124. 

Within  city  limits  not  to  be  regarded  as  potential  telephone  ex- 
change, see  Rates,  367. 

SUNDAY. 

Increased  rates  for  telephoYies  authorised  to  furnish  revenue  to 

give  all  day  Sunday  service,  see  Rates,  380. 
Sunday  train  service,  see  Sebvice,  263-266. 
Hour  of  telephone  service  on,  see  Sebvice,  417. 

SUPERINTENDENCE. 

Salary  of  superintendent  of  street  railway  company  to  be  charged 

to  general  and  miscellaneous  expense,  see  Accounting,  18. 
Allowance  for,  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  116,  117,  137. 

SUPERSEDED  PROPERTY. 

Consideration  of  superseded  or  obsolescent  property  in  valuation 
proceedings,  see  Valuation,  169,  181-192. 

S  U  PPLEMENT All  ORDERS. 

See  Orders. 

SUPPLIES. 

See  Materials  and  Sufpuea. 
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SURETIES. 

Validity  of  regulation  requiring  owners  of  jitney  busses  to  file 
bond  of  surety  company  to  the  exclusion  of  personal  sureties, 
see  Automobiles,  22. 

SURPLUS. 

Appropriation  to  depreciation  reserve  not  to  be  carried  into  surplus 
accounts  from  which  dividends  may  be  declared,  see  Account- 
ing, 14. 

Capital  losses  not  to  be  credited  to,  see  Accounting,  15. 

Accrued  depreciation  to  be  transferred  from  surplus  account  to  de- 
preciation reserve,  see  Accounting,  16. 

Amount  expended  out  of  surplus  earnings  for  additions  and  im- 
provements as  equivalent  to  depreciation  reserve  fund,  see  De- 
preciation, 97. 

Utilities  entitled  to  enjoyment  of,  see  Pubuc  Utiuties,  5. 

Allowance  for  surplus  and  cgntingencies  in  fixing  return,  see  Re- 
TUBN,  34-39. 

SUSPENSION. 

Of  telephone  service,  charge  during,  see  Rates,  452. 

SWITCHING. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  and  earnings  of  telephone  switching 
service,  see  Appobtionment,  86-89. 

Order  regulating  switching  charges  for  services  rendered  by  one 
railroad  to  another,  as  a  denial  of  due  process,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  7. 

Discrimination  by  railroad  in  switching  rates,  see  Disobimination, 
142-145. 

Discrimination  in  switching  charges  made  by  telephone  company, 
see  DiscBiMiNATioN,  174-179.* 

Discrimination  by  railroad  in  switching  service,  see  Discrimina- 
tion, 205,  206. 

Definition  of  industrial  switching,  see  Industrial  Switching. 

Between  telephone  companies,  see  Intebcobpobate  Relations,  17, 
18. 

Rates  for,  voluntarily  established  by  several  railroads,  not  to  be 
changed  in  proceedings  in  which  all  the  railroads  are  not 
parties,  see  Pbocedube,  8. 

On  railroad,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  287-293. 

Rates  for  telephone  switching  service,  see  Rates,  418-434. 

Amoimt  of  profit  allowed  a  telephone  company  for,  see  Return, 
173. 

Power  of  Commission  to  direct  railroads  to  establish  switch  con- 
nections for  the  interchange  of  freight  or  passengera^  see 
Service,  30. 

Duty  of  electrical  utility  furnishing  power  to  separate  plants  to 
install  isolating  switches,  see  Service,  175. 

By  railroads,  see  Service,  280,  281. 
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Switching  conneotioni  by  telephone  company,  see  Sebvicb,  410- 
412. 

8WITCHIHG  RUBAI*  8BRVIOE. 

Telephone  rates  for,  lee  Rates,  41S-434. 

SYSTEM. 

Change  of  rate  forming  part  of,  see  Rates,  11. 

SYSTEM  OF  ACOOUNTINO. 

See  AocouNTiNO. 

TAKING. 

Right  of  Commission  to  take  property  without  due  process,  see  Com- 
mission, 6. 

TAVGIBUB  FmOPCmTY. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuatioit, 

TAPPING  CHABGE. 

For  water,  see  Rates,  617,  518. 

Right  of  water  utility  to  make  charge  for  tapping  street  mains  for 
new  consumer,  see  Ssbvicb,  146. 

TAPS. 

Water  rates  for  additional  taps,  see  Rates,  510. 

tabhts. 

See  generally,  Rates. 

Failure  to  file,  as  ground  for  ordering  refund  of  rates,  see  Repaba- 
TION,  1. 

TAXES  AND  TAXATION. 

Basis  of  apportionment  of  the  taxes  assessed  against  the  property 
of  a  natural  gas  company  supplying  several  communities,  see 
Appobtignment,  10. 

Apportionment  of  taxes  between  electric  and  water  department  of 
utilities,  see  Appobtionmei«t,  33. 

Apportionment  of  taxes,  where  utility  is  one  of  several  corporations 
jointly  engaged  in  managing  several  businesses,  see  Appob- 
tionment,  38. 

Apportionment  of  taxes,  where  tracks  of  street  railway  company 
are  used  jointly  by  interurban  railway  company,  see  Appob- 
tignment, 69. 

License  fee  for  operation  of  automobiles  as  jitney  bus  as  occupa- 
tion tax,  see  Automobiles,  16-19. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  payment  of  taxes,  see  Commis- 
sions, 46,  47. 

Method  of  taxing  railroad  not  in  violation  of  equal  protection 
clause,  see  Constitutional  Law,  20. 

Allowance  for  taxes  in  return,  see  Retubn,  91. 
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Compensation  paid  by  street  railway  lor  use  of  county  bridge  not 
a  tax,  see  Street  Railways,  5. 

Value  for  taxation  as  measure  of  value,  see  Valuation,  68-71. 

Valuation  of  utility  property  for  purposes  of  taxation,  see  Valua- 
tion, 91. 

Taxes  during  construction,  allowance  for,  in  overhead  expenses,  see 
Valuation,  104,  126,  137,  139,  140. 

Allowance  for  taxeB  in  valuation,  see  Valuation,  127,  128. 

Allowance  of  one-half  amount  paid  for  taxes,  as  working  capital, 
see  Valuation,  239. 

1.  A  waterworks  company  is  liable  for  taxes  upon  its  property 
assessed  and  due  before  the  award  in  a  proceeding  by  the  municipality 
to  acquire  such  property,  although  possession  of  the  plant  is  taken 
during  the  same  year  in  which  the  property  is  assessed.  Oshkosh 
Waterworks  Ck).  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  336  (S.  C.  — 
Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  859) .  . 

2.  A  provision  in  an  ordinance  requiring  a  company  supplying  elec- 
tric energy  to  pay  a  certain  percentage  of  its  gross  receipts  to  a  city  is 
not  looked  upon  with  favor  by  the  Idaho  Commission,  since  this  amounts 
to  a  tax  upon  the  users  of  a  certain  commodity  for  the  benefit  of  the 
community  in  general.  Re  Beaver  River  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho) 
P.U.R.1915B,  281. 

3.  A  court  of  equity  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  of 
actual  fraud,  interfere  with  the  assessments  of  property  for  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation  where  the  assessed  valuation  does  not  exceed  the 
actual  valuation  by  over  10  per  cent.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State^ 
P.U.R.1915C,  232  (S.  C.  84  Wash.  510,  147  Pac.  46). 

4.  The  state  has  the  right  to  change  the  common-law  situs  of  rolling 
stock  for  taxation,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Virginia  Constitution 
which  limits  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  so.  Com.  ex  rel.  Rich- 
mond V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

5.  The  Virginia  legislature,  by  the  act  of  March  18,  1914,  en- 
titled, "An  Act  to  Amend  and  Re-enact  an  Act  Entitled  *An  Act  in  Re- 
lation to  the  Assessment  for  Local  Taxation,  of  the  Rolling  Stock  of 
Railroad  Corporations,*  Approved  March  12,  1912,"  exercised  its  power 
to  fix  the  situs  of  rolling  stock  for  taxation,  in  a  constitutional  way, 
and  the  act  is  therefore  eff'ective.  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  0.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

6.  The  legislature  may  fix  the  situs  of  the  rolling  stock  of  electric 
and  street  railroad  corporations  for  taxation,  where  the  lines  of  such 
railways  run  into  and  through  adjacent  counties  and  into  other  cities 
and  towns  than  the  city  in  which  the  principal  office  of  the  corporation 
happens  to  be  located,  as  under  such  circumstances  the  rolling  stock 
has  no  actual  bona  fide  situs  in  the  city  of  the  principal  office.  Com. 
ex  rel.  Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.   (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

7.  A  statute  apportioning  the  value  of  the  rolling  stock  of  rail- 
roads  among  the  counties,  cities,  towns,  and  school  districts  of  a  state 
for  the  purpose  of  local  taxation,  and  fixing  the  situs  therein  to  the  ex- 
tent of  such  apportioned  value,  does  not  violate  a  constitutional  pro- 
yision  requiring,  in  effect,  that  personal  property  in  municipalities  bo 
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assessed  for  the  purpose  of  local  taiartion  at  the  same  value  it  is 
assessed  for  state  taxation.  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

8.  A  statute  apportioning  the  value  of  the  rolling  stock  of  rail- 
roads among  the  various  counties,  cities,  towns,  and  school  districts  of 
a  state  for  the  purpose  of  local  taxation,  and  fixing  the  situs  therein  to 
the  extent  of  such  apportioned  value,  cannot  be  construed  as  surrender- 
ing or  suspending  the  powers  of  any  municipality  to  tax  corporations 
or  corporate  property  in  violation  of  the  Virginia  Constitution.  Com. 
ex  rel.  Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488. 

TAXI-CABS. 

See  also  Automobiles. 

Duty  of  regulating  not  imposed  upon  Commission,  see  Automo- 
biles, 8. 
Depreciation  of  property  of,  see  Depreciation,  78-81. 
Return  of  taxi-cab  company,  see  Returit. 
Valuation  of  property  of  taxi-cab  company,  see  VALUATioif. 
Service  by,  see  Service,  345. 

TEAMS. 

Allowance  for  engineering  in  valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  117. 

TELEGRAM. 

Payment  for  service  by  telephone  companies  in  forwarding  telegram, 
see  Payment,  47. 

TELEGRAPH  COMPAHIBa 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix, 
1096. 

Abstract  of  cased  dealing  with  telegraph  service,  P.U.R.1915F,  Ap- 
pendix, 1112. 

Accounting  for,  see  Accounting. 

Discrimination  by  telegraph  company  in  paying  commissions  to 
hotel  and  store  keepers  on  messages  collected  by  them  and 
refusing  to  pay  it  to  competing  company  as  discrimination,  see 
Discrimination,  1,  2. 

Discrimination  in  stock  quotation  service,  see  Discrimination, 
207. 

Jurisdiction  of  state  Commission  to  remove  discrimination  in  stock 
quotation  service  in  the  absence  of  action  by  Congress  or  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  see  Interstate  Com- 
merce, 0. 

Sustaining  by  court  of  order  relating  to  refund  by  telegraph  com- 
pany of  charges  on  intrastate  messages  as  ground  for  similar 
order  relative  to  interstate  messages,  see  Orders,  4. 

Furnishing  stock  ticker  quotations  as  a  public  service,  see  Public 
Utiutiks,  37. 

Security  issues  by,  see  SECURITY  ISSUES,  104. 

Service  by  telegraph  company,  see  Sebvicb»  346-349. 
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Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  whether  telegraph  station 

should  he  abandoned,  see  Service,  22-24. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  telegraph  company  to  furnish 

stock  quotations  from  an  other  state,  see  Sebvice,  38. 
Right  to  abandon  station  maintained  at  a  loss,  see  Sebvice,  134. 
As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable 

lines  of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar 

circuits,  see  Wibes  and  Cables,  2. 

TELEPHONE  BUSINESS. 

What  constitutes  doing  telephone  business,  see  Telephones,  16. 
Mutual  telephone  company  as  doing,  see  Mutual  Telephone  Coic- 

PANIES. 

TELEPHONE  DIBECTORT. 

Form  and  time  of  issue  of,  see  Sebvicb,  420-424. 

TELEPHONE  MANAGER. 

Allowance  for  salary  of,  in  estimating  return,  see  Retubn,  58,  59. 

TELEPHONE  OPERATOR. 

Allowance  for  salary  of,  in  fixing  operating  expenses,  see  Rbtxtbn, 
66. 

TELEPHONES. 

/.  In  general^  I'^l^, 
//.  Definitions,  15-17. 
///.  Constrtiction  and  equipment,  lS^2if» 

I.  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1096. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  telephone  service,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appen- 
dix, 1112. 
Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  for  telephone 

lines,  P.U.R.1915B,  296;  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
See  also  Mutual  Telephone  Ck)MPANiEs. 
Accounting  by,  see  Accountino. 
Apportionment  of  expenses  and   investments  of,  see  AppoBTTONifENT, 

21-23. 
Apportionment  of  costs  and  earnings  of  physical  connection  between 

telephones,  see  Appobtionment,  76-85. 
Apportionment  of  expenses  and  earnings  of  telephone  switching  service, 

see  Appobtionment,  86-89. 
When  certiorari  to  review  order  of  Commission  denying  application 

for  certificate  of  convenience  for  extension  of,  will  not  issue,  see 

Cebtiobabi,  1. 
Approval  of  Pennsylvania  Ck)mmission  not  required  to  contract  for  joint 

use  of  telephone  poles  where  contract  was  made  iinder  prior  law, 

see  CoMMiSBiONS,  16. 
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Jurisdietion  of  Commission  to  order  removal  of  high  tension  transmis- 
sion lines  in  vicinity  of  telephone  line  of  earlier  construction,  see 
Ck)MMIS8I0NS,  23. 

Sale  of  the  property  of  one  utility  to  another,  see  Coitsolidation, 
Merger  and  Sale,  18-15. 

Excessive  penalties  for  impartial  enforcement  of  regulation,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  25. 

Statute  forbidding  discrimination  in  telephone  rates  aa  impairing  obli- 
gation of  contract  guarantying  free  service  to  stockholders,  see  CoN-^ 
STrrunoNAL  Law,  43. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  contracts  to  provide  free  service  to  stock- 
holders, see  Contracts,  1. 

Depreciation  of  plant,  see  Depreciation. 

Sate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depreciation,  52-69. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by  telephone  company,  see  DisCRnaNATiON, 
generally  and  particularly,  150-189. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to  stockholders,  owners  of  equipment  or  older 
patrons,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  84-105,  112,  113. 

Installation  of  instrument  in  depot  free  of  charge  as  discflmination,  see 
Discrimination,  114-116. 

Discrimination  In  service  by,  see  Discrimination,  208-211. 

Franchise  for  operation  of  telephone  system,  see  Franchises,  2,  3. 

Intercorporate  relations  between  telephones,  see  Intercorporate  Rela- 
tion, 16-29. 

Right  to  permit  use  of  property  by  other  utilities,  see  Licenses,  1. 

Authorizing  consolidation  of  telephone  companies  notwithstanding  agree- 
ment not  to  purchase  competing  company's  property,  see  Monopoly 
AND  Competition,  3. 

SuflBciency  of  compliance  with  order  requiring  the  discontinuance  of 
telephone  service  on  a  competing  line,  see  Monopoly  and  Competi- 
tion, 4. 

Effect  of  refusal  to  give  physical  connection  upon  granting  of  permis- 
sion for  entrance  into  field,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  41. 

Failure  of  hotel  to  make  accounting  to  telephone  company  of  outgoing 
calls,  as  ground  for  vacation  of  order  requiring  company  to  make 
physical  connection  at  hotel  with  another  company,  see  Ormsks,  2. 

Party  to  bring  action  to  compel  physical  connection  of,  see  Parties,  2. 

Duty  to  connect  with  a  subscriber  who  refuses  to  pay  for  service,  see 
Payment,  86. 

Mutual  telephone  company  as  public  utility,  see  Public  Utilities, 
28-30. 

Duty  of  company  to  give  notice  to  other  companies  of  proposed  exten- 
sion of  line,  see  Procedure,  1. 

Physical  connection  between,  not  considered  in  absence  ef  presentation 
of  question  by  record,  see  Procedure,  5. 

Kates  for,  see  Rates  generally  and  particularly,  359-474. 

Necessity  of  keeping  suitable  records  of  business  for  inspection  by  Com- 
mission, see  Records,  1. 

Refund  on  account  of  excessive  charges,  see  Reparation. 
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South  Dakota*  CooimiBsioii  without  jurisdictioii  to  compel  telephone  snb- 
Bcribers  to  return  to  company  money  reoeiyed  in  renting  telephones 
to  third  persons,  see  Reparation,  2. 

Return  of,  see  Retubn  generally  and  particularly,  173-202. 

Allowance  for  rental  to  subscribers  owning  their  own  tekphones,  in  fix- 
ing return,  see  Retubn,  65. 

Profit  to  be  received  from  switching  rural  subseribers,  see  Rstubn,  95. 

Security  issues  l^  telephone  company,  see  Sbcusitt  Isbxtes. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  compel  physical  connection  of,  see  Sebv- 
ice,  29. 

Service  by  telephone  companies,  see  Sbbvicb  gen«*ally  and  particularly, 
350-425. 

Abandonment  of  service  by  telephone  company,  see  Sebvicb,  135. 

Duty  of  railroad  as  common  carrier  to  install  at  depot,  see  SsBVici^ 
224-225. 

Service  by  means  of  physical  connection,  see  Sebyiob,  386-409. 

Valuation  of  property  of  telephone  company,  see  Vai«uation. 

Crossing  of  telephone  lines  by  high  tension  transmission  wires,  see 
WiBBS  AND  Cables. 

As  to  Idaho  rules  relative  to  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable  lines 
of  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  electric  power  and  similar  circuits, 
see  WiBES  AND  Cables,  2. 

1.  A  telephone  company  which  has  obtained  a  franchise  from  a 
municipality  before  the  effective  date  of  a  statute  providing  that  any 
telephone  company  operating  under  any  existing  license,  permit,  or 
franchise,  or  which  shall  hereafter,  before  the  taking  effect  of  the  act, 
acquire  such  license,  permit,  or  franchise,  may  surrender  the  same  for 
an  indeterminate  permit,  is  not  required  to  obtain  the  consent  of  the 
Commission  before  being  permitted  to  construct  and  operate  an  ex- 
change thereunder.  Re  Northwestern  Teleph.  &  Exch.  Co.  (Minn.) 
P.U.R.1915E,  344. 

2.  A  telephone  company  which,  upon  the  date  the  Public  Utility  act 
became  effective,  had  a  franchise  to  operate  within  a  village,  which 
franchise  was  in  full  force  and  effect,  with  some  seven  or  eight  years 
yet  to  rnn,  and  which  had  a  toll  line  with  cross  arms  thereon,  the  wires 
being  connected  with  a  switchboard  owned  by  the  company  and  located 
in  a  private  residence,  and  which  a^so  owned  several  telephones  installed 
in  various  places  of  business  within  the  village  which  were  connected 
with  the  switchboard  by  means  of  the  said  wires,  does  not  require  a 
certificate  of  convenience  from  the  Commission  in  order  to  operate  its 
telephone  system,  although  at  the  time  when  the  Public  Utilities  act 
became  effective  and  for  some  time  both  before  and  after  that  date  it 
had  suspended  operation,  where  nothing  appeared  to  have  been  done 
by  the  company  that  would  indicate  in  any  way  that  it  intended  to 
abandon  its  property  or  to  permanently  cease  operation  in  the  village. 
Daniels  Teleph.  Co.  v.  People's  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  761. 

3.  The  maintenance  of  an  automatic  telephone  system  was  not  a 
condition  of  the  franchise  to  operate  a  telephone  system,  where  there 
was  no  stipulation  that  the  grantee  would  establish,  maintain,  and 
operate  automatic  telephones  exclusively,  and  it  appeared  that  the  word 
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"antoraatic"  was  purely  descriptiye  of  one  kiad  of  telephone  system 
that  might  be  established  and  operated  by  the  grantee.  State  ex  rel. 
Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  A  Teleg.  Co.  P.UJEL1915F,  947  (S.  C.  86 
Wash.  309,  L.R.A.--,  — ,  150  Pac.  427). 

4.  Abandonment  of  an  aut(Mnatic  telephone  systraci  and  the  estab- 
lishment  of  the  manual  system  of  telephones  does  not  (XHistitute  a  non- 
user  of  the  franchise  so  as  to  authorize  a  forfeiture,  where  the  franchise 
does  not  require  the  ezcluBive  use  of  the  automatic  telephone 
system,  but  only  authorizes  the  establishment  of  such  a  system.  State 
ex  rel.  Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  &.  Teleg.  Co.  P.UJt.l915F,  947  (S.  C. 
86  Wash.  309,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  160  Pac.  427). 

5.  Telephone  companies  were  ordered  to  put  into  writing  all  con- 
tracts and  agreements  affecting  their  aerrioe  or  rates.  Re  Telephone 
Cos.   (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1032. 

6.  The  future  development  of  the  telephone  service  will  demand  that 
every  local  community,  however  small,  shall  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  communicate  by  telephone  with  the  state  at  large,  and  the  state  at 
large  with  every  local  community,  whenever  circumstances  will  permit 
such  co-operative  service.  Slate  Belt  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Blue 
Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  757. 

7.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  its  representative  shall 
have  authority  at  any  proper  time  to  enter  upon  the  subscriber's 
premises  for  the  purpose  of  doing  necessary  work  upon  the  telephone 
instrument  and  its  connections,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

8.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  telephone  instruments  are 
not  to  be  used  for  receiving,  transmitting,  or  delivering  any  message  or 
communication  in  respect  to  which  a  consideration  has  been  or  is  to 
be  paid  to  any  party  other  than  the  telephone  company,  except  as  per- 
mitted by  its  rules,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind) 
P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

9.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  telephone  instruments  are 
to  be  used  only  by  the  subscriber,  his  tenants,  and  employees,  when  en- 
gaged in  the  subscriber's  business  only,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette 
Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930. 

10.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  telephone  instruments 
are  not  to  be  removed  from  subscriber's  premises  by  anyone  except  a 
representative  of  the  company,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette  Teleph. 
Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R,1915A,  930. 

11.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  the  prefix  and  number  as- 
signed to  a  subscriber's  telephone  are  no  part  of  the  contract  with  the 
company,  and  may  be  changed  by  the  company  at  any  time  as  the 
exigencies  of  the  business  may  require,  was  approved.  Re  Lafayette 
Tel^.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930, 

12.  A  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  notice  of  removal  of  the 
teleph<»e  inatnunent  shall  he  in  writing  was  approved.  Re  Clark 
County  Teteph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJR.1915A,  859. 

13.  A  telephone  company  will  not  be  permitted  to  furnish  one  tele- 
phone to  a  stockholder  for  each  share  of  stodk  he  holds  imder  an 
arrangement  whereby  the  stockholder  rents  the  instrument  to  third  per- 
P;U.R.  Dig.— 36. 
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sons  and  appropriates  the  rental  fees  to  his  own  use,  since  the  prac- 
tice must  result  in  the  company's  bankruptcy.  Cilley  v.  Kennebec 
Teleph.  Co.  (S^  D.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  839. 

14.  A  Public  Service  Commission  cannot  order  the  discontinuance  of 
the  name  of  a  manufacturing  city  as  a  telephone  prefix  s^plying  to  a 
residential  district  of  a  neighboring  city,  on  the  theory  that  the 
residents  thereof  are  inconvenienced  and  damaged  thereby,  since  the 
selection  of  a  telephone  prefix  is  a  matter  of  business  judgment,  with 
which  the  Commission  has  no  right  to  interfere  unless  the  word  chosen 
is  offensive.  Phinney  Ave.  Improv.  Club  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1935A,  98. 

1/.  DefintUona. 

15.  A  telephone  tnmk  line  between  the  exchanges  of  two  tdej^one 
ccmipanies  cannot  be  said  to  be  "installed  and  regularly  used"  for  the 
transmission  of  toll  messages,  so  as  to  create  and  establish  a  "prac- 
tice pertaining  to  the  service,"  when  it  appears  that  only  one  toll 
message  was  transmitted  over  the  line,  and  that  such  message  was  to 
the  manager  of  one  of  the  companies,  who  at  the  time  was  in  its  ex- 
change. Northeast  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Hiawatha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1016. 

16.  "A  person,  corporation,  or  association  which  sets  its  poles  and 
strings  its  wires  upon  the  highways,  which  installs  a  central  switch- 
board, and  which  gives  means  of  conununication  between  its  immediate 
patrons  and  with  those  of  distant  organizations,  cannot  be  said  to  be 
a  private  facility"  not  doing  a  telephone  business,  upon  the  theory  that 
the  cost  of  its  maintenance  is  apportioned  in  the  form  of  an  assess- 
ment. Reading  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  56. 

17.  Under  a  statute  giving  a  railroad  commission  jurisdiction  over 
all  persons,  corporations,  and  associations  operating  telephone  lines, 
or  exchanges  doing  a  telephone  business,  the  phrase  "doing  a  telephone 
business"  excludes  only  such  facilities  as  are  entirely  private  in  char- 
acter. Reading  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fayette  *Bural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  56. 

III.  Construction  and  equipment. 

Burden  of  expense  of  altering  grounded  syst^n,  because  of  parallel 
higji  voltage  line,  see  Afpobtiokment,  75. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  award  damages  to  telephone  company 
for  injuries  caused  by  construction  of  high  voltage  signal  system, 
see  Daicaobs,  8. 

Interference  with  grounded  system  by  high  voltage  aSgnal  aystem  of 
raihroadfl,  see  RailboAds,  12. 

Jurisdiction  <^  Commission  to  require  relocatioii  of  telephone  wires  be- 
cause of  construction  of  high  voltage  line,  see  Sbbviob,  39. 

Care,  cost,  ownership,  etc.,  of,  see  Scbvicb,  139-167. 

Change  from  grounded  circuit  to  metallic  eircnit,  see  Smyics,  389^ 
372. 
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18.  The  rule  of  a  telephone  company  that  telephone  instrumentB  are 
not  to  he  connected  with  any  instrument  or  apparatus  not  furnished 
by  8uch  company,  was  approved.  Be  Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.UJ1.1915A,  930. 

19.  A  telephone  company  may  purchase  or  rent  telephones  owned 
by  subscribers.    Re  Bluflfs  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  928. 

20.  Subscribers  should  not  be  permitted  to  furnish  extension  tele- 
phones, since,  in  order  to  insure  good  and  efficient  service,  the  com- 
pany should  own  all  parts  of  its  instruments  and  be  held  responsible 
for  their  proper  up-keep  and  service  conditions.  Sinuns  T.  Columbia 
Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

21.  The  construction  of  a  telephone  exchange  constituting  a  public 
utility,  by  a  group  of  individuals  who  previously  had  owned  merely 
certain  pole  lines  and  wires,  is  the  construction  of  a  new  plant  or 
facility  so  that  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity  is 
required  imder  Illinois  Public  Utility  Commission  Act,  §  65,  providing 
that  no  public  utility  shall  contract  for  any  new  plant  or  facility 
which  is  not  in  substitution  of  any  existing  plant  or  facility,  or  an 
extension  thereof,  or  in  addition  thereto,  unless  and  until  it  shall' have 
obtained  from  this  Commission  a  certificate  that  public  convenience 
and  necessity  require  such  construction.  Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Noble  (111.)  P.U.R.1916C,  336.  .  , 

22.  A  telephone  company  owning  and  operating  a  system  within  a 
village,  which  furnished  all  the  wire  and  some  of  the  instruments  and 
poles  for  farmers'  lines  connected  with  its  exchange,  and  for  which 
lines  it  does  the  switching,  and  which  performs  the  current  mainte- 
nance work  for  these  lines,  may,  if  it  finds  it  impractical  to  continue 
the  old  arrangement  whereby  the  individual  farmer  furnished  the  neces- 
sary renewals  of  poles  and  instruments,  reconstruct  these  lines  at  its 
own  expense,  and  charge  all  subscribers  the  regular  rate  of  the  com- 
pany for  rural  service,  based  upon  the  ownership  of  all  equipment  by  the 
telephone  company.    Re  Kingston  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  839. 

TELEPHONE  SWITCHING. 

Switching  by  telephone,  see  Switohinq. 

TEMPEBATUBE. 

Regulation  of  temperature  of  street  cars,  see  Sebviob,  322. 

TENANTS. 

Free  service  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  83. 

Right  to  require  tenant  to  deposit  security  for  payment  of  water 
bills,  see  Payment,  67. 

Liability'  of  landlord  for  service  funuabed  to,  see  Payment^  66-70. 

Right  of,  of  a  double  house  to  water,  where  that  furnished  to  other 
part  of  house  has  not  been  paid  for,  see  Payment,  89. 

Bight  of  sewer  company  to  require  a  new  tenant  to  bear  the  ex- 
pense of  neeonnecting  the  building  with^the  sewer  system  when 
the  service  has  been  discontinued  because  of  unoccupancy,  see 
Sebvioe,  282. 
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Free  service  to,  as  preyeating  increase  of  water  rates,  see  Rates, 

484. 
Reasonableness  of  rule  of  sewer  company  that  two  tenants  will  not 

be  served  through  a  single  lateral,  see  Sebviob,  28X 


For  payment  tor  service,  see  Patment,  11-13. 

Of  service  for  telephone  contracts,  see  SmvioB,  351. 

TEBMIKAI.  BOXES. 

Installed  in  manholes  not  on  poles,  see  Stbest  Railways,  14. 

TERMIHAI.  FACIUTIE8. 

At  stock  yards,  issuance  of  certificate  of  necessity  for,  see  Cbbtifi- 

CATE  or  Ck)NVENIBNOE  AND  NECESSITY,  7-11. 

Discrimination  by  railroad  company  in  furnishing  use  of,  see  Dis- 
crimination, 205,  206. 

Conclusiveness  of  order  of  Commission  of  sister  state  as  to  public 
necessity  for  proposed  construction  of,  at  stock  yards,  see 
Ordebs,  9. 

Duty  of  railroad  to  maintain,  at  stock  yards,  see  Railroads,  2. 

Exchange  of  traffic  by  carriers  by  means  of,  see  Railroads,  6. 

TEBMIKAI.  RAIUtOADS. 

Right  to  have  joint  rate  with  railroads  with  which  it  connects,  see 
Carriers,  5. 

TEBBITORIAIi  AGREEMEHTS. 

Between  corporations,  enforceability  of,  see  iNOOBPOBATtt  Rela- 
tions, 8,  9. 

TEST. 

Of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  see  Commission,  8. 
Of  reasonableness  of  rates,  see  Rates. 
Of  water  meters,  see  Service,  440-442. 

For  determining  the  value  of  real  estate  on  which  the  plant  is 
located  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  218. 

TESTING  UUCP. 

Electric  rates  for  testing  lamp,  see  Rates,  171. 
Of  meters,  to  whom  chargeable,  see  Service,  442. 

TEXAS. 

Time  for  filing  claim  for  damage  to  shipment,  see  RAHJK>AlMi,  18. 

THREATENED  GOBIPETITIOlf. 

Adequacy  of  service  being  rendered  by  existiag  utility  upon  admis- 
sion of  competition,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  43. 
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THROtTGH  RATfiS. 

Effect  of  combination  of  local  fares  of  electric  railway  to  defeat 

through  rate,  see  Rates,  284. 
Right  to  increase  intermediate  rates  of  railroad  where  through 

rate  is  greater  than  aggregate  of,  see  Rates,  2(S0. 

THROUGH  BOUTS  AND  JOINT  RATB8. 

Conclusiveness  of  findings  of  Commission  as  to  necessity  for,  see 

Appeal  and  Review,  30. 
Right  of  water  carriers  to  bring  proceedings  to  compel  railroads  i« 

establish,  see  Parties,  6. 
Procedure  in  establishing,  see  Rates,  10. 
Power  of  Commission  to  establish,  see  Rates,  48,  49. 
Power  of  Commission  over  establishment  of,  see  Sebviob,  10. 
Establishment  of,  by  railroad,  see  Sebvicb^  221,  222. 
By  railroad  with  automobile  stage  line,  see  Seevice,  228. 


On  interurban  railway,  see  Sebvicb,  206. 

TICKET  BOOKS. 

Sale  of,  by  street  railway,  see  Discbiminatton,  148. 
Power.of  Commission  to  permit  charges  for  mileage  book  exceeding 
maximum  statutory  limit,  see  Raivs,  27. 

TIGKET8. 

See  generally  Rates. 

School  tickets  on  interurban  railways,  see  Rates,  244. 

Order  permitting  steam  railroads  to  collect  excess  fares  from  pas- 
sengers not  provided  with,  was  made  inapplicable  to  interurban 
railways,  see  Rates,  261. 

Collection  of  excess  fares  Item  passengers  witlu>ut  tickets,  see 
Rates,  272-274. 

Package  or  coupon  for  street  railways,  see  Rates,  349-352. 

Tiooe  and  place  for  sale  of,  see  Sebviob,  200. 

TIDE  LANDS. 

Valuation  of,  see  VaL0ation,  212,  213. 

TIME. 

For  making  order  after  final  submission  for  decision  on  rehearing, 

see  Orders,  16. 
Taken  to  answer  telephone  calls,  see  Service,  415. 

TIME  UMIT. 

In  bills  of  lading  for  claims  for  damages  against  carriers,  see  Rail- 
BOADS,  16-18. 

TITLE. 

To  fire  hydrants  to  be  in  water  company,  see  AccouNTiNe,  11. 
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Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  title,  see  OoioaBSiONS, 

43,  45. 
To  right  of  way,  operation  of  car  to  keep,  see  Service,  118. 
Validity  of  statute  as  dependent  upon  title,  see  Statutes,  2,  4. 
Effect  of  dispute  as  to  title  of  land  in  valuation  proceedings,  see 

Valuation,  38. 
Lack  of,  as  affecting  valuation  of  publie  utili^  laad,  see  Valuation, 

200. 

TOASTERS. 

Electric  rates  for,  see  Rates,  173, 

TOIX  BRIDGES. 

See  also  Bbidges. 

Return  of,  see  Rbtubn,  203. 

TOIX  SERVICE. 

Toll  and  exchange  telephone  service  to  be  kepi  Im  ■^fiutm  atamMk^ 

see  Accounting,  26. 
Rates  for  telephone  toll  serviee,  see  Rates,  409-417. 
Not  to  become  a  burden  on  telephone  exchange  so  as  to  interfere 

with  other  business,  see  Sebvicb,  381. 

TOOI.S. 

Allowance  for  engineering  upon  appraisal  of,  see  Valuation,  117. 
Allowance  in  valuation  proceedings  of  tools  used  during  construc- 
tion of  rural  telephone  plant,  see  Valuation,  160. 

TORNADOES. 

Right  of  gas  utility  to  an  allowance  to  provide  a  surplus  as  protec- 
tion against,  see  Return,  35. 
Cost  of  tornado  insurance  as  operating  expense,  see  Rbtubn,  88. 

TOWNS. 

Not  required  to  bear  any  of  the  expense  of  cost  of  separating  grade 
crossings  formed  by  railroad  tracks  and  street  of  a  town,  see 
Apportionment,  15. 

When  not  required  to  reimburse  railroad  for  part  of  expense  of  re- 
surfacing highway,  see  Apportionment,  46. 

To  bear  expense  of  changes  of  highway  outside  railroad  right  of  way, 
when,  see  Appobtionment,  56. 

Order  limiting  expense  to  town  to  changing  its  highway  made  by 
railroad,  as  affected  by  supplemental  order  requiring  additional 
work,  see  Obdbbs,  3. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  rates  as  affected  by  juris- 
diction of,  see  Rates,  33. 

Decrease  in  size  of,  authorizing  abandonment  of  service  by  riectrio 
companies,  see  Service,  115. 
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TOWKSHIPS. 

As  municipalities  within  the  meaning  of  the  Indiana  Public  Seryice 
Act,  see  Monopoly  and  Competition,  7. 

TRAGKIS8S  TROI.IXT. 

1.  A  certificate  of  public  convenience  will  not  be  granted  by  the 
Pennsylvania  Public  Service  Commission  to  a  foreign  corporation  to 
engage  in  the  operatioi^  of  a  trackless  trolley  within  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, in  the  absence  of  any  provision  of  the  state  legislature  for  the 
operation  of  such  a  trolley  over  the  public  roads  and  highways  of  the 
commonwealth.  Re  Perkiomen  Electric  Transit  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJR.1915A, 
82. 

TRACKS. 

Del^fation  of  power  to  Commission  to  determine  the  number  of 
street  railway  tracks  to  be  laid  on. a  city  bridge,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  57. 

Use  of  street  railway  tracks  by  interurban  railway,  see  Intibcobpo- 

BATB  RESJLTIONS,  11-15. 

Full  capacity  of  street  car  tracks  in  fixing  standards  for  service,  see 
6BBVI0B,  803. 

TRAFFIC. 

Apportionment  of  investoient,  earnings  and  costs  of  railroad  be- 
tween various  kinds  of  traffic,  to  determine  propriety  of  rates, 
see  Afpobtionment,  12. 

Compelling  interchange  of,  by  carriers  as  impairment  of  due  process 
of  law,  see  Constitutional  Law,  14. 

Order  compelling  interchange  of,  not  violative  of  due  process,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  16. 

Amount  of,  as  affecting  discrimination  in  blanket  rates  of  interurban 
railway,  see  Discrimination,  126. 

Exchange  of,  by  carriers,  by  means  of  terminal  facilities,  see  Rail- 
BOADS,  6. 

TRAFFIC  8TUBT. 

Of  toll  bridges,  see  Bbidobi,  1. 


To  be  provided  in  order  to  furnish  seating  capacity  for  passengers 
on  interurban  cars,  see  Sbkvigb,  199. 

TRAIHING. 

Validity  of  municipal  ordinance  requiring  operator  of  jitney  bus  to 
have  experience  in  the  operation  of  an  automobile  in  the  city, 
see  AuTOMOBiLBS,  12. 

TRAINMEN. 

Training  of,  for  street  car  senries^  tee  Sasncm,  336. 
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TRAIN  MII«£. 

Ab  b&sis  of  apportionment,  see  Afpobtionhsnt,  14. 

TRAINS. 

Requiring  interstate  trains  to  stop  at  designated  stations  as  burden 

on  interstate  commerce,  see  Intsestate  Commebcb,  16-18. 
Power  of  Commission  as  to  routing  of,  see  Seevici^  32,  33. 

TRANSFER  COMPANIES. 

Discrimination  in  baggage  transfer  privileges,  see  Discrimination, 

203,  204. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over,  see  Pubuc  Utilities,  34. 

TRANSFEREE. 

Rights  of  transferee  of  fonner  patron  ol  telephone  company,  see 
Sebvige,  354. 

TRANSFER  PRIVII.EGES. 

Discrimination  by  railroad,  in  offering  exclusive  transfer  privileges, 

see  DiscBiMiNATiON,  203,  204. 
Consideration  of,  in  determining  reasonableness  of  sone  limit  on 

interurban  railroad,  see  Rates,  247-249. 

TRANSFERS. 

See  also  Consolidation,  Mebobb  and  Salb. 

Abolition  of  street  railway  transfers  upon  reduction  of  fares,  see 

Service,  293. 
To  be  furnished  by  interurban  railways,  see  Service,  194. 
On  street  railways,  rates  for,  see  Rates,  346-348. 
Giving  entire  fare  receipts  from  transfer  passengers  to  one  of  two 

street  railways  operating  jointly,  see  Apportionment,  74. 

TRANSFOR3MERS. 

Duty  of  electric  utility  to  furnish  transformers,  see  Ser^ce,  164- 

167. 
Rates  for  electricity  based  upon  measurements  on  secondary  side  of 

transformers,  see  Rates,  142,  14^* 

TRANSIT  PRIVILEGES. 

Difference  in  privileges  afforded  to  interstate  and  intrastate  shippers 
as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  19,  20. 

TRANSMISSION  UNE. 

See  also  Wires  and  Cables. 

Franchise  to  construct  and  maintain  electric  transmission  line,  see 

ELBonuiciTr,  9. 
Denial  of  application  of  certificate  of  convenienee  and  necessity  as 

affecting  action  of  subsequent  application,  see  Orders,  8. 
Security  issues  for  cost  of,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues,  99. 
Crossing  of  telephone  linea  by  high  power  transmission  lines,  see 

Wires  and  Cables. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


TRAP  CAR— ULTRA  VIRES.  658 

TRAP  OAR. 

Service  by,  on  railroad,  see  Sebvicb,  278. 

TRIAI.. 

See  also  Actual  Tbial. 

Statute  creating  presomptioni  as  infringing  npon  right  to  trial  by 
jury,  see  Constitution al  Law,  28. 

1.  What  is  an  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage,  for- 
bidden by  the  act  of  February  4,  1887  (24  Stat,  at  L.  380,  chap.  104, 
Comp.  Stat.  1913,  §  8565),  §  3,  ia  a  question  not  of  law,  but  of  fact. 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  United  States,  P.U.R.1915B,  261  (S.  C.  236  U.  S. 
351,  59  L.  ed.  616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370,  affirming  214  Fed.  445). 

TRIPS. 

Length  of,  as  affecting  discrimination  in  blanket  rates  of  interurban 

railways,  see  Discrimination,  126. 
Trip  tickets  on  street  railways,  see  Rates,  348-^52. 

TRUNK  UKiaB. 

Freight  rates  for  short  line  carriers  to  be  slightly  higher  than  on 
trunk  lines,  see  Rates,  280. 

TRUST. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  whether  officers  of  utility 
have  violated  trust,  see  Coiimissions,  25. 

TRUST  DEED. 

As  oontroUing  amount  of  security  issues,  see  Sboubitt  Issues,  118. 

TURHIHO  Oir  AKD  OFF. 

Of  water,  charges  for,  see  Rates,  521-624. 

Of  water,  see  Ssbtiob,  434-489. 

Charge  for,  to  delinquent  water  consumer,  see  Patmknt,  100. 

TURHFIKE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  over  company  operating  turnpike,  see 
PuBUo  Utilities,  35. 

UIiTRA  VIRES. 

Power  of  Commission  over  ultra  vires  utility  operating  prior  to 
public  utility  act,  see  Commissions,  18. 

Power  of  Commission  to  prevent  ultra  vires  acts  on  part  of  utilities, 
see  Commissions,  61. 

Condition  in  franchise  granted  by  city  to  operate  telephone  system, 
forbidding  transfer  of  franchise  not  ultra  vires,  see  Municipali- 
ties. 9. 

Sale  of  electric  current  by  street  railway  company  as  ultra  vires, 
see  Street  Railway,  4. 
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UNDEVELOPED  BUSINESS. 

Apportionment  of  investment  and  expenses  where  businesB  is  unde- 
veloped, see  Rates,  470. 

UNDUE  PREFERENCE. 

What  constitutes  undue  cft  unreasonable  advantage  or  preference 
as  question  of  law  or  fact,  see  Tbial,  1. 

UNEXPECTED  OUTUiTS. 

Allowance  for,  by  natural  gas  company,  in  determining  the  operat- 
ing expenses,  see  Retubn,  34. 

UNFAIR  COMPETITION. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  enforce  statutes  prohibiting,  see 
Commissions,  37-39. 

UNIFORMITY  OF  ACCOUNTING. 

Right  to  increase  rates  to  secure  uniformity  in  accounting,  see  Ac- 
counting, 6. 

UNIFORM  RATES. 

Right  to  establish  rates  for  a  carrier  not  a  party  on  the  ground 

that  rates  should  be  uniform  as  to  all  carriers,  see  Rates,  259. 

Necessity  of  uniform  rates  on  connecting  railroads,  see  Rates,  283. 

Method  of  applying  telephone  rates  with  uniformity,  see  Rates,  357. 

UNIFORM  SYSTEM  OF  ACCOUNTING. 

See  Aooountikg. 

UNION  STATION. 

See  also  Stations  and  Stops. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  operation  and  oonstmction  of  unkm 
stations,  P.U.R.1915C,  72;  P.U.R.1916F,  794. 

Approval 'of  operating  agreement  as  to,  see  iNTOtcoEPOBATE  Rela- 
tions, 10. 

Security  issues  for  construction  of,  see  Secubity  Issues,  84. 

Service  by  means  of,  see  Service,  242-246. 

UNIT  COSTS. 

Apportionment  for  purpose  of  estimating,  see  Apportionment,  8. 

UNri'JKD  STATES. 

Free  or  reduced  rates  to,  as  discrimination,  see  Discrimination,  48. 
Rates  for  carrying  mail,  see  Rates,  284. 

UNATEll  STATES  SUPREME  COURT. 

Powers  of,  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  15-19. 

UNIT  PRICES. 

Reasonableness  of  allowance  for  general  contractor's  profit  on,  see 
Vai^ation,  140. 
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VHIJIEITED  SERVICE. 

Of  telephcme,  rates  f<Nr,  see  BjkTES,  363. 

UNLOADIKG. 

Facilities  for  unloading  cars,  see  Sebvice,  279. 

UHPAID  BllJUi. 

Consideration  for  failure  to  collect  bills  fof  service  in  determining 
reasonableness  of  rates,  see  Rates,  339. 

UNBEASONABIiEKESS. 

Powers  of  Commission  to  enforce,  see  Commissions,  7. 
Distinction  between,  and  confiscaticHi,  see  Return,  130-133. 
What  constitutes  undue  or  unreasonable  advantage  or  preference,  as 
question  of  law  or  fact,  see  Tbial,  1. 

TTHU8ED  PROPERTY. 

Valuation  of  property  not  useful  in  public  service,  see  Valuation, 
166-198. 

UPPER  BERTHS. 

Regulation  of,  in  sleeping  cars,  see  Constitutional  Law,  18. 

USE. 

As  basis  of  apportionment  of  investment,  see  Apportionment,  34. 
Increased  use,  as  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonable- 
ness of  rate,  see  Rates,  120-126. 
Valuation  of  property  not  in  use,  see  Valuation,  166-198. 

USEFULNESS. 

Distinction  between  loss  of  value  and  loss  of,  see  Depbegiation,  7. 

USE  OP  MULTIPIES. 

In  valuation  of  land,  see  Valuation,  229,  230. 

UTILITIES. 

See  Public  UTiLrmss. 

.VACANT  PREMISES. 

Water  rates  for,  see  Rates,  520. 

VACATION. 

Procedure  upon  vacation  of  order  of  Commission,  see  Appeal  and 

Review,  41. 
Of  streets,  see  MmviciPALiTiiiS,  1. 
Of  orders,  see  Obdebs. 

VALIDATION. 

Power  of  Commission  to  validate  not  authorized  for  illegal  issue  of 
stock,  see  Secubity  Issues,  14-17. 
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VAI.UATION. 

/.  In  general,  I^IS. 
II.  Methods  and  measures  of  ascertaining  value  or  cost,  19-^7, 
a.  In  general,   19—33, 
h.  Original  cost  as  measure,  34—37, 

c.  Reproduction  cost  as  measure,  3S—46, 

d.  Beproducfipn  cost  less  depreciation,  ^^-^2. 

e.  Capitalization  of  earnings,   53—68. 

f.  Value  of  securities,  59—62, 
fir.  Sale  price,  63—67, 

h,  TaoMtion  value,  68—71, 

i,  Boole  cost  or  value,  72—81, 

j.  Ascertainment  of  reproduction  cost,  82^7» 

III,  External  factors  to  be  considered,  88—95, 

a.  Purpose  of  valuation,  88—91. 

h.  Character  of  management,  92,  93. 

c.  Effect  of  appreciation,  94, 

d,  Location  of  plant,  95, 

IV.  Nonphysical  elements  affecting  value  or  cost,  96-155. 

a.  Bond  discount  and  hroherage,  96—103. 
h.  Overhead  expenses,  104—143. 

1.  In  general,  104—106, 

2.  Legal   and   organization   expenses,    107—113. 

3.  Engineering  and  supervision,   114-117. 

4.  Contractors'  profits,   118-119. 

5.  Interest  during  {construction,  120—125. 

(a)   In  general,  120—124, 
(h)   Construction  period,  125, 

6.  Taxes  during  construction,  126. 

7.  Other  taxes  and  insurance,   127,   128. 

8.  Contingencies,  129. 

9.  Allowances  for  groups  of  expenses,  130—143. 
e.  Paving  over  mains,  144—155. 

e.  Valuation  of  particular  IHnds  of  tangible  property,   156- 
262. 
a.  In  general,  156—165. 
&.  Property  not  in  use,  166-198, 

1,  In  general,  166—171, 

2,  Investment  in  advance  of  praent  needs,  172-^178, 

3,  Property  used  in  em^ergendes,  179,  ISO, 

4.  Discarded  or  abandoned  property,    181—192, 

5.  Property  used  only  for  revenue,  193-196. 

6.  Property  used  to  attract  business,  197,  198. 

c.  Property  not  owned  by  utility,  199-202. 

d.  Property  paid  for  out  of  s%irpl4is  yearnings,  203,  204. 

e.  Property  acquired  uHthout  cost,  2O&-208. 

f.  Stock,  in  other  company,  209. 

g.  Lands  and  buildings,  210—230. 

1.  In  general,  210—213, 

2,  Actual  cost  or  present  value  as  measure,  214—219. 
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V.  g — oonimued. 

a.  Effect  of  laclc  of  title,  220. 
4,  Ascertainment  of  cost  or  value,  221^280» 
(a)   In  general,  221—226. 
(h)   Opinion  evidence,   226^-228. 
(c)    Cost  multiples,  229,  230, 
h.  Impounded  water,  231. 
i.  Warning  capital,  232—262. 

1.  In  general,  232,  233. 

2.  Expense  chargeable  to  worTcing  capital,  234—244. 

3.  Specific  allowances  for,  245—262. 

VI.  Valuation  of  particular  "kinds  of  intangible  property,  263— 

332, 

a.  Good  ^cill,  263. 

b.  Going  value,  264—316. 

1.  In  general,  264—267. 

2.  Allowance  of,  26S—294. 

(a)   In  general,  268—277. 

(h)   Where  utility  is  operated  at  a  loss,  278—280. 

(c)  Plant  considered  as  going  concern,  281—289. 

(d)  Specific  allowances,  290—294. 
9.  How  determined,   29&—316. 

(a)  Early  losses,  296— 304a. 

(1)  In   general,   296— 303. 

(2)  Where    losses    have    been    met    out    of 

earnings,    304,    304a. 

(b)  Cost  of  development,   306—310. 

(c)  Theoretical  or  reproduction  cost  of  building 

up  business,  311—314, 

(d)  Period  of  development,  316,  316. 
o.  Franchises,  317—331. 

1.  In  general,  317—322. 

2.  Nonexclusive  franchise,  323, 
a.  Cost  of  obtaining,  324—329. 

4.  Value  as  affected  by  rates  that  may  be  charged, 

380,  331. 

d.  Rights  of  tvay,  easements,  etc.,  332—334, 

e.  Water  frights,  336—361. 

f.  Equity  of  redemption,  362, 


I,  In  general. 

Abstract  of  cases  passing  upon  the  valuation  of  public  utility  property, 

P.U.R.1916F,  1031. 
Finding  as  to  value  by  trial  court  as  original  question  of  fact,  see  Ap- 

PIAL  AND  Review,  2. 
Review  of  valuation  fixed  by  Commission,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  33. 
Effect  of  accrued  depreciation  upon,  see  Depreciation,  23,  100-110. 
Acceptance  of  report  of  municipal  commission,  see  Evidence,  2. 
Inventory  found  in  the  files  of  utility  as  evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  60. 
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Bondholders  as  necessary  parties  in  valuation  proceedings  for  municipal 

purchase,  see  Pabties,  8. 
Condition  precedent  to  requiring  adequate  and  sufficient  service,  see 

Sebvice,  48. 

1.  The  property  of  a  public  service  corporation  does  not  have  a 
"market  value''  in  the  usual  sense  in  which  those  words  are  used.  Re 
Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  433. 

2.  The  problem  of  the  valuation  of  a  public  utility  is  of  such  im- 
portance that  the  Nebraska  Commission  will  not  restrict  its  solution 
to  rules  or  formulae  that  will  forbid  the  free  play  of  judgment,  experi- 
ence, and  the  influence  of  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 
Marquis  v.  Polk  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  140. 

3.  The  Commission  will  allow  a  greater  value  than  that  claimed  by 
a  public  utility  if,  by  reason  of  its  own  investigation,  it  is  convinced 
that  the  company  is  entitled  thereto.  Re  Oblong  Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  598. 

4.  The  fair  value  of  the  plant  and  business  of  a  waterworks  com- 
pany for  municipal  purchase  must  be  determined  from  the  evidence 
bearing  upon  the  value  of  the  different  elements  which  go  to  make  up  the 
final  value  of  the  property.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  178. 

5.  In  connection  with  the  purchase  of  property  of  a  public-service 
corporation  by  a  municipality  under  an  indeterminate  permit,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  Commission  give  consideration  to  all  lines  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  the  fair  value  of  the  property.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co. 
(\Vi8.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

6.  The  conclusions  of  the  Commission  in  fixing  the  valuation  of  a 
waterworks  property  for  municipal  purchase  are  justified,  although  the 
results  obtained  by  its  engineering  department  upon  which  such  con- 
clusions rest  are  admittedly  estimates.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  ( Wis. ) 
P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

7.  An  inventory  and  appraisal  of  the  property  of  a  telephone 
company  maintaining  a  plant  in  a  village  was  held  unnecessary  in  grant- 
ing an  increase  in  the  switching  charge  for  rural  subscribers  who  own 
and  maintain  their  lines  to  the  limits  of  the  village.  Re  Keysport 
Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  338. 

8.  The  Arizona  Commission  accepted  the  valuation  of  a  water  com- 
pany's plant  which  the  engineers  of  the  company  and  the  Commission 
had  agreed  upon,  not  as  an  approval  of  all  the  methods  and  factors 
employed  in  arriving  at  such  amount,  but  as  a  somewhat  liberal  valu- 
ation sufficiently  accurate  for  the  purposes  of  the  rate-making  order. 
Arizona  CJorp.  Commission  v.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
526. 

9.  A  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company  agreed 
upon  between  a  complaining  city  and  the  company  will  be  taken  by 
the  Commission  as  the  basis  for  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a 
proposed  reduction  in  fares  from  5  cents  to  3  cents  during  rush  hours, 
however  pertinent  and  forcible  objections  to  any  part  of  such  valua- 
ation  might  be  in  an  open  case  involving  the  valuation  of  such  property* 
Re  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1095. 
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10.  A  telephone  company,  upon  joint  agreement  with  a  municipality 
a»<to  the  valuation  of  its  exchange  property  for  the  establishment  of  a 
proposed  rate  schedule,  was  ordered  by  the  Commission  upon  the  filing 
and  ratification  of  such  agreement  to  submit  to  the  Commission  and 
to  the  municipality  an  inventory  of  such  property,  together  with  a 
detailed  statement  of  its  accounting  records,  and  to  subject  its  prop- 
erty and  accounts  to  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  Conmiis- 
sion's  engineers  and  accountants.  Re  Valuation  of  Joplin  Exch.  of  Home 
'f^leph.  Go.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915A,  218. 

11.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  the  omission  of  two  items  aggregating  only  $4,476 
is  too  small  to  exert  any  influence  upon  the  question  of  reasonableness 
of  rates  charged,  where  the  total  value  of  the  property  was  about 
$700,000.  Duhith  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  C<Hnmi8sion»  P.U.R.1915D, 
192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

12.  Indebtedness  of  a  company  cannot  be  included  in  the  value  of 
its  property  for  rate-making  purposes  where  the  property  covered  there- 
by has  already  been  included  in  the  valuation.  Re  Hayward  Water  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  834. 

13.  Improvements  in  a  telephone  plant  due  to  a  change  from  ground- 
ed to  metallic  circuit  will  not  be  valued  for  rate-making  purposes 
until  they  have  actually  been  made.  Re  Moweaqua  Tele^.  Co.  (111.) 
P.UJR.1915E,  867. 

14.  The  amount  which  a  natural  gas^company  anticipated  expend- 
ing in  the  near  future  in  the  improvement  of  its  plant  should  not  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  a  present  adjustment  of  rates.  Re  Qlenville 
Natural  Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915F,  848. 

16.  The  total  actual  cost  of  the  relocation  of  a  portion  of  a  street 
railway,  and  not  merely  the  excess  cost  of  the  new  line  over  and  above 
that  of  the  line  proposed  to  be  abandoned,  is  properly  chargeable  to 
capital  account,  it  appearing  that  the  company  was  not  responsible, 
in  the  first  instance,  for  the  duplication  resulting  from  such  new  con- 
struction, that  the  old  line  had  not  been  definitely  abandoned  and  re- 
moved, that  the  construction  of  the  new  line  was  occasioned  by  the  ac- 
tion of  the  municipality  in  locating  a  new  high  school,  and  that  the 
accumulated  maintenance  and  depreciation  fimd  of  the  company  waa 
not  sufficient  to  take  care  of  the  expense  of  the  relocation.  Re  Lincoln 
Traction  Co.  (Neb.)  P.UJR.1916D,  269. 

16.  The  Washington  statute  (Laws  1918,  p.  488)  providing  that 
all  property  shall  be  assessed  at  not  to  exceed  60  per  cent  of  its  true 
and  fair  value  in  money  does  not  have  the  effect  of  rendering  invalid 
valuations  and  assessments  for  the  year  of  1913,  lawfully  made  prior 
to  the  taking  effect  of  that  law.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
P.U.R.1915C,  232  (S.  C.  84  Wash.  610,  147  Pac.  46). 

17.  An  estimate  of  reasonable  cost  of  a  street  railway  made  some 
years  after  the  construction  period  cannot  be  considered  a  wholly  re- 
liable guide,  since  legitimate  items  of  cost  enter  into  construction  which 
are  not  apparent  upon  a  subsequent  inspection  of  the  property.  New 
Bedford  A  O.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F,  264. 

18.  Doubts  as  to  Uie  cost  of  constructing  a  street  railway  arising 
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from  the  absence  of  records  of  the  cost  which  the  company  ought  to 
keep  and  preserve,  the  vouchers  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  must  be 
resolved  against  the  company  in  investigating  its  capital  expenditures 
for  rate-making  purposes.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.UJL 
1916E,  370. 

I/.  Methods  and  measures  of  ascertaining  value  or  cost. 

a.' In  general. 

19.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  public  utility,  the  ascertainment  of 
the  cost  is  desirable,  but  it  is  not  as  important  as  the  reproduction 
cost.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  r.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  192 
(S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887) . 

20.  A  Commission  does  not  adopt  an  erroneous  theory  as  to  how 
value  should  be  ascertained  where  it  takes  into  account  every  kind  of 
property  tangible  and  intangible  which  should  be  considered  in  fixing  a 
valuation,  and  makes  a  substantial  allowance  for  going  value,  and  con- 
siders the  reproduction  cost  as  a  very  important  item  in  arriving  at 
the  true  valuation,  but  does  not  fix  the  value  of  the  plant  on  the  basis 
of  what  it  would  cost  to  reproduce  it.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

21.  In  determining  the  value  of  the  physical  property  of  a  public 
service  corporation,  due  regard  should  be  had  to  the  original  cost  there- 
of, the  reproduction  cost,  the*  amount  of  depreciation,  and  the  amount 
of  obsolescence.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  —,  162  N.  W.  859). 

22.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  for  con- 
demnation or  sale  purposes,  the  main  elements  to  be  considered  are 
the  present  value  of  the  physical  property,  the  present  and  prospective 
reasonable  earnings  of  its  business,  the  going  value  thereof,  and  the 
amount  of  money  presently  needed  to  put  the  plant  in  good  condition. 
Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  336 
(S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  869). 

23.  In  estimating  the  fair  value  of  a  waterworks  property  for  mu- 
nicipal purchase,  the  actual  investment,  the  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
and  the  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation,  are  the  most  important 
factors.    Re  Janesville  Water  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

24.  The  Illinois  Commission  in  ascertaining  the  fair  value  of  the 
property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate-making  purposes  considered  the  cost 
to  reproduce,  the  original  costs,  the  investment,  the  present  value,  in- 
cluding preliminary  costs,  engineering  and  supervision,  interest,  insur- 
ance, organization,  legal  expenses  during  construction,  contingencies, 
working  capital,  and  the  fact  that  the  plant  was  a  going  conoern  in 
successful  operation.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  236. 

25.  In  fixing  the  fair  present  value  of  the  property  of  an  electric 
light  and  power  company  for  rate-making  purposes  the  Commission 
considered  the  original  cost  of  construction,  including  the  amonn^  ex- 
pended in  permanent  improvements,  the  amount  of  bonds  and  stock, 
the  present  as  compared  with  the  original  cost  of  construction,  and  the 
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probable  earning  capacity  under  the  fates  fixed  as  maxima,  including 
the  sum  required  to  meet  operating  expenses  and  allowances  for  re- 
turn, surplus,  contingencies,  and  depreciation.  Meek  v.  Consumers  Elec- 
tric Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  956. 

26.  In  a  valuation  proceeding  the  following  matters  are  essential  to 
the  inquiry:  (1)  Organization,  construction,  and  operation;  (2)  stocks 
and  bonds;  (3)  revenues  and  expenses ;  (4)  original  cost;  (5)  reproduc- 
tion cost;  (6)  reproduction  cost  less  depreciation.  Re  Sugar  Pine 
R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  728. 

27.  The  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  was  made  up 
of  the  value  of  the  physical  property  of  the  company  less  deprecia- 
tion, items  of  cost  of  organization,  in  connection  with  stock  and  bond 
issues,  cost  of  loans  and  general  legal  expenses,  estimated  working 
capital  based  on  past  earnings  and  expenses,  and  development  cost  equal 
to  the  amount  of  unearned  depreciation  not  charged  off  by  the  com- 
pany.   Re  Bound  Brook  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 

28.  The  fair  present  value  of  a  telephone  plant  was  ascertained, 
for  the  purpose  of  fixing  rates,  by  considering  the  elements  of  value, 
tangible  and  intangible,  of  the  property  used  in  the  service,  taking  into 
account  the  fact  that  the  plant  was  a  going  concern  in  successful 
operation,  and  including  engineering,  supervision,  and  interest  during 
construction,  organization,  and  general  expenses,  contingent  expenses, 
insurance,  general  contractor's  profit,  promotion,  and  other  develop- 
ment expenses,  and  working  capital.  Re  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph. 
Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1087. 

29.  The  fact  that  a  street  railroad  was  constructed  by  a  contractor 
upon  a  percentage  basis  was  considered  as  a  reason  for  the  close  scrutiny 
of  reported  costs  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  capital  to  be  taken  as  a 
basis  in  computing  rates.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  370. 

30.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  telephone  company  for  rate-making 
purposes,  the  Nebraska  Commission  adopted  the  present  value  of  the 
physical  property  as  found  by  its  engineer,  where  the  property  had  been 
acquired  by  a  favorable  purchase  and  there  was  an  absence  of  records 
showing  the  value  of  the  original  property.  Re  Crownover  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  571. 

31.  In  ascertaining  the  amount  of  capital  expenditures  of  a  street 
railway  company  to  be  taken  for  rate-making  purposes,  comparison  was 
made  between  the  amount  of  bonds,  approved  by  the  Commission  for 
less  than  the  amount  petitioned  for,  plus  the  capital  stock  authorized 
and  issued  and  the  permanent  investment  of  the  company,  as  shown  by 
its  balance  sheet,  filed  in  petitioning  for  authority  to  issue  the  bonds, 
and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  property  made  by  an  agent  of  the  Com- 
mission, who  made  no  allowance  for  overhead  charges;  and  also  be- 
tween an  estimate  of  cost  with  an  allowance  for  overhead  charges,  made 
by  an  engineer  of  the  Commission  at  the  tim«  of  the  application  for  the 
rate  increase  and  the  permanent  investments,  as  shown  by  the  balance 
sheet  at  that  time,  and  the  prior  estimate  of  cost  made  when  petitioning 
for  the  bond  issue.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.H.1915E, 
370. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 36. 
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32.  The  amount  which  should  have  been  charged  to  plant  construc- 
tion, where  the  capital  account  had  been  overcharged  with  operating  ex- 
penses, was  held  determinable  by  subtracting  an  8  per  cent  annual  de- 
preciation and  maintenance  allowance  on  the  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
from  the  sum  of  the  amounts  actually  charged  to  the  capital  account 
and  to  maintenance.  Re  Maxwell  &  B.  Teleph.  Ck>.  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915A, 
471. 

33.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  service  corporation 
for  municipal  purchase,  while  it  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  analysis 
to  give  consideration  to  various  portions  of  the  property  separately, 
the  finding  on  the  question  of  value  must  be  a  finding  of  the  value  of 
the  entire  property  as  a  unit.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (CaL) 
P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

b.  Original  cost  as  measure. 

34-37.  The  term  ''original  cost"  in  California  means  the  original  book 
cost,  and  is  defined  as  the  actual  expenditures  chargeable  to  capital  ac- 
count, in  accordance  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission's  Classi- 
fication, in  cash  or  its  equivalent  in  terms  of  cash,  by  the  public  util- 
ity for  its  operative  property  in  the  state  of  California,  as  of  date 
of  valuation.  Re  Sugar  Pine  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  728;  Re  Peta- 
luma  k  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742;  Re  Mill  Valley  &  Mt. 
T.  Scenic  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  43;  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland 
Terminals  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

c.  Reproduction  cost  as  measure, 

38-41.  The  term  "reproduction  cost"  of  a  railroad  in  California 
means  the  estimated  cost  in  cash  of  acquiring  the  operative  right  of  way 
and  other  operative  real  estate,  and  of  reproducing,  in  the  condition  in 
which  it  was  acquired,  the  other  physical  property  of  the  public  utility 
in  the  state  of  California,  as  of  the  date  of  valuation;  to  which  are 
added  overhead  expenditures  for  engineering,  law,  interest,  and  com- 
mission, and  other  similar  items.  Re  Sugar  Pine  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915 A,  728;  Re  Mill  Valley  &  Mt.  T.  Scenic  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
43;  Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742;  Re  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

42.  The  cost  of  reproduction  is  not  the  sole  controlling  test  of  earn- 
ing power,  especially  wh«i  the  rates  yield  all  that  the  capital  em- 
ployed under  statutory  restrictions  limiting  stock  issues  to  investment 
has  ever  required.  Re  Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
618. 

43.  A  yaluation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  by  the  repro- 
ductive method  in  rate  cases,  even  though  free  from  the  bias  necessarily 
attending  the  findings,  of  experts  representing  their  respective  em- 
ployers, has  to  be  based  upon  premises  and  experiences  open  to  a  wide 
range  of  debate,  and  its  only  purposes  are  to  ascertain  a  figure  upon 
which  a  return  may  be  computed,  with  only  such  aid  in  dealing  with  the 
rate  of  return  as  is  afforded  by  the  demands  of  investors  with  respect  to 
securities,  which,  in  their  turn,  have  little  or  no  relation  to  the  valu- 
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ation  of  the  property  which  they  represent.     Re  Northampton   Gas 
Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

44.  Neither  the  cost  of  reproducing  the  existing  plant  or  system  nor 
of  replacing  an  existing  system  or  plant  by  an  equivalent  one  is  final  as 
determining  the  cost  new  or  present  value  of  a  public-service  property, 
but  both  may  be  of  evidential  value  in  determining  the  actual  fair 
value  thereof.    Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

45.  The  reproduction  cost  method  of  valuation  may  be  adopted  in 
a  rate  case  where  no  complete  or  accurate  record  of  either  the  original 
cost  or  actual  investment  in  the  property  of  a  public  service  company 
exists.    Re  San  Jose  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  706. 

d,  Reproduction  cost  less  depredation. 

46-49.  The  term  ''reproduction  cost  less  depreciation"  in  California 
means  the  reproduction  cost  less  the  diminution  in  the  value  of  the 
physical  elements  of  the  property,  due  to  use,  age,  obsolescence,  and  in- 
adequacy, or  other  causes,  this-  diminution  being  called  "depreciation," 
and  plus  the  increase  in  the  value  of  the  physical  elements  of  the  prop- 
erty, due  to  age  or  other  causes,  this  increase  being  called  ''apprecia- 
tion." Re  Sugar  Pine  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  728;  Re  Mill  VaUey 
&  Mt.  T.  Scenic  R.  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.R.1916B,  43;  Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R. 
R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742;  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

50.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company  by  the 
reproduction  method,  a  separate  allowance  for  the  fact  that  the  plant 
is  a  co-ordinate  whole  will  not  be  made.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  C—  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

51.  Cost  of  reproduction  new  less  depreciation  is  a  proper  basis  of 
physical  valuation  of  a  utility  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  an  ample 
depreciation  reserve  has  been  maintained,  reinvested  in  property,  and 
charged  to  property  account,  since  the  deduction  of  depreciation  serves 
the  purpose  of  restoring  the  equilibrium  of  the  property  accoimt.  Re 
Terminal  Taxicab  Co.   (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  546. 

52.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses the  worth  of  a  new  plant  of  equal  capacity,  efficiency,  and  dura- 
bility with  proper  discount  for  defects  in  the  old  and  the  accrued 
depreciation  should  be  the  measure  of  value,  rather  than  the  cost  of 
exact  duplication.  Murray  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F, 
436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603,  150  Pac.  47). 

e.  Capitalization  of  earnings, 

53.  Earning  power  as  a  test  of  value  cannot  be  capitalized  when  the 
basis  of  earning  power,  the  rate  or  price,  iQ  itself  in  question.  Re 
Northampton  Gas  Petition  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

54.  In  valuing  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  the  Idaho 
Commission  declined  to  make  any  deduction  on  account  of  excessive 
earning  in  the  past,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  company  was  then 
operating  in  the  absence  of  state  regulation  and  protection  now  af- 
forded it  under  the  Public  Utilities  act,  as  well  as  in  view  of  the 
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unknown  future  prosperity  and  development  of  the  territory  served, 
at  the  time  it  embarked  in  the  enterprise.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water 
&  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

55.  Charges  made  by  warehousemen  will  be  given  little  weight  in 
determining  the  value  of  their  property  and  the  amount  of  stock  which 
properly  should  be  issued  in  payment  therefor,  since  the  value  of  prop- 
erty is  used  to  fix  charges  rather  than  charges  to  fix  value.  Re  Tyler 
(Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  691. 

56.  A  Commission,  in  allowing  in  a  rate  case  a  return  of  8  per 
cent  upon  a  certain  valuation,  does  not  really  fix  a  higher  valuation 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  income  produced  by  the  8  per  cent  re- 
turn will  be  capitalized  in  the  public  markets  at  5  per  cent  in  dealing 
with  securities,  where  the  5  per  cent  capitalization  is  based  on  an  un- 
regulated rate.  Passaic  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1916E,  625  (J3.  C. 
87  N.  J.  L.  105,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  95  Atl.  127). 

57.  Earnings,  if  derived  from  a  reasonable  rate,  are  important  fac- 
tors in  determining  value,  but,  like  all  other  factors,  they  are  not  in 
themselves  conclusive.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
sion, P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  —,  162  N.  W.  869). 

58.  While  value  affects  reasonable  rates,  the  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty of  a  public  utility  cannot  be  determined  by  the  rates  charged. 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Stote,  P.UJ1.1916C,  1064  (S. 
C.  77  N.  H.  539,  94  Atl.  193). 

/.  Value  of  8€curUie9. 

59.  The  market  value  of  the  stock  of  a  public  utility  company  was 
held  to  be  unascertainable,  where,  so  far  as  the  Commission  could  de- 
termine, the  stock  was  not  at  the  time,  and  had  not  recently  been,  on 
the  market.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1915A,  88. 

60.  It  was  held  useless  to  say  how  much  of  the  stock  and  bonds  of  a 
public  utility  were  chargeable  to  the  electrical  properties,  and  how  much 
to  the  balance  of  the  property,  inasmuch  as  such  stock  and  bonds  <*vered 
the  entire  property  and  could  not  be  segregated.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915A,  88. 

61.  In  ascertaining  the  market  value  of  the  securities  of  a  street  rail- 
way company  all  of  whose  securities  were  owned  by  a  holding  company 
which  also  owned  the  securities  of  a  large  number  of  other  public  utili- 
ties, the  Washington  Commission  apportioned  the  ascertainable  market 
value  of  the  securities  of  the  parent  company  on  the  percentage  rela- 
tion that  the  gross  and  net  earnings  of  the  local  company  bore  to  the 
total  gross  and  net  earnings  of  all  the  subsidiary  companies  of  the 
parent  company.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Grays  Harbor  R.  & 
Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  518. 

62.  A  capital  investment  of  $42,135,  shown  by  expenditures  of  the 
prooeeds  of  stock  and  bonds  sold  at  par  and  bills  payable,  was  made 
the  basis  of  fair  present  value  of  the  property  of  a  telephone  company 
for  rate-making  purposes,  where  the  Commission's  accountant  after 
examination  of  the  company's  books  reported  that  an  actual  expendi- 
ture for  plant  and  equipment  of  $46,466.29  had  been  made,  that  the 
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operations  since  the  organization  of  the  company  showed  a  surplus 
balance  of  $5,095.83,  Wfbioh  had  practically  all  been  spent  for  construc- 
tion and  equipm^it,  b«t  that  no  depreciation  charge  had  been  made  by 
the  company  since  its  organization,  and  where  the  Commission's  engi- 
neer reported  that  the  company's  plant  and  equipment  had  been  prop- 
^ly  maintained  and  was  now  in  good  condition.  Be  Sabetha  Mut. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  507. 

g.  Sale  price, 

63.  The  purchase  price  of  a  telephone  property  should  not  be  ac- 
cepted as  the  sole  measure  of  its  value,  for  rate-making  purposes.  Re 
Crownover  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915E,  571. 

64.  In  determining  the  fair  value  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
ice corporation  for  rate-making  purposes,  the  Wisconsin  (I)ommission 
will  not  claim  a  lower  value  on  the  property  than  it  otherwise  would 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  owners  paid  very  little  for  it.  Gates 
V.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  602. 

66.  A  public  utility  is  not  entitled  to  a  fair  return  on  the  repro- 
duction cost  of  $120,000  of  property  which  originally  cost  $87,000,  and 
was  purchased  by  the  utility  at  public  auction  for  $20,000.  Public 
Service  Commission  v.  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1915F,  718. 

66.  The  actual  cost  to  a  street  railway  of  property  purchased  from 
another  company  was  taken  as  the  reasonable  cost  for  rate-making 
purposes,  where  the  purchase  was  approved  by  the  Commission.  New 
Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915F,  264. 

67.  It  cannot  be  assumed  in  a  rate  proceeding  that  the  purchase 
price  and  the  fair  present  value  of  a  public  service  property  are  iden- 
tical, since  matters  other  than  fair  present  value  are  determinative  of 
the  purchase  price.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

h.  Taxation  value. 

68.  The  Commission  adopted  the  appraised  valuation  of  a  lot  and 
building  of  a  telephone  company  made  by  the  city  assessor,  for  pur- 
poses of  taxation,  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  properties  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  rather  than  that  made  by  employees  of  the  company 
who  were  not  engineers  and  had  no  ^perience  in  appraising  telephone 
property.  Corona  v.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  1014. 

69.  The  New  Jersey  Commission  will  not  countenance  a  double  stand- 
ard of  valuation,  one  for  the  purpose  of  taxation  and  the  other  for  the 
issuance  of  securities,  where,  by  the  state  Constitution,  property  is 
taxable  at  its  full  value,  particularly  where  the  utility  has  appealed 
from  the  assessment  of  its  property  by  the  State  Board  of  Assessors, 
and  obtained  a  reduction  in  the  valuation  on  its  own  testimony  that  the 
Talue  was  less  than  that  fixed  by  the  assessors.  Re  Raritan  River  R.  Co. 
(N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72. 

70.  The  New  Jersey  Commission,  in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the 
property  of  a  railroad  company  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
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a  proposed  stock  dividend  is  justified,  while  not  bound  by  %  ▼aln&tioB 
by  an  official  board  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  will  assume  that  the 
true  value  was  that  fixed  by  the  tax  board  where  no  other  valuation 
has  been  made  either  by  the  company  or  the  commission.  Re  Raritan 
River  R.  CJo.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916E,  72. 

71.  The  value  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  fixed  by  a  state 
board  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  reduced  on  appeal  on  the  testimony 
of  the  utility  that  the  value  of  the  property  was  less  than  that  fixed 
by  the  taxation  board,  will  not  be  assumed  to  be  incorrect,  on  the  theory 
that  there  were  hidden  values  not  taken  into  consideration  in  the  valu> 
ation  for  the  purpose  of  taxation.  Re  Raritan  River  R.  Co.  (N.  J.> 
P.U.R.1915E,  72. 

i.  Book  cost  or  value. 

72.  The  amount  added  to  the  plant  account  on  the  books  of  an  elec- 
tric light  and  power  company,  to  offset  a  like  amount  credited  to  capital 
stock,  was  excluded  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the  total  invest- 
ment in  the  plant,  where  the  entry  did  not  represent  any  real  increase 
in  the  investment  or  in  plant  expenditure.  Meek  v.  Consumers  £.  L.  dt 
P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

73.  No  conclusion  as  to  the  actual  present  value  of  a  water  com- 
pany's property  can  be  based  upon  the  original  book  entry  of  the  actual 
cost  of  the  plant  at  the  time  of  installation,  where  no  allowance  for  de- 
preciation has  been  made.    Re  Reynolds  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916A,  892. 

74.  Mere  book  value  is  objectionable  as  a  basis  for  determining  rates,, 
for  the  reasons  that  such  value  generally  includes  cost  of  discarded 
property  which  has  only  a  scrap  value,  brings  in  such  items  as  or- 
ganization, stock  watering,  stocks  at  a  bonus,  etc.,  and  does  not  include 
appreciation  or  depreciation.  Re  Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJl. 
1916A,  1050. 

75.  The  exact  original  book  cost  of  the  property  of  a  public  service 
company  cannot  be  determined  where  the  total  investment  account  con- 
tains amounts  paid  for  replaced  property  as  w^  as  the  cost  of  the  re- 
placements, and  where  there  has  been  no  allowance  for  depreciation. 
Meek  v.'  Consumers  £.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

76.  The  information  derived  from  the  records  of  utility  cannot  be 
given  much  weight  in  a  valuation  proceeding  where  they  are  found  to 
be  incomplete  both  as  to  cost  of  construction  and  cost  of  maintenance 
and  operation,  and  where  many  of  the  original  expenditures  are  shown 
to  have  been  wasted  investments.  Re  Washington  4  M.  R.  (Do.  (D.  C.> 
P.U.R.1915B,  558. 

77.  The  book  value  of  a  public  utility  property  is  not  binding  on  the 
company,  in  fixing  the  fair  value  for  rate-making  purposes,  where 
other  evidence  points  conclusively  to  a  higher  value.  Charleswortb 
v.  Omro  Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

78.  In  determining  the  amount  of  capital  to  be  considered  as  a  basis 
for  computing  rates,  comparison  was  made  between  the  book  value  per 
mile  of  track  of  a  street  railroad  company  and  other  ccnnpanies  operat- 
ing in  the  state,  with  due  allowance  for  widely  different  conditione 
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affecting  construction   and   equipment.     Re   Blue   Hill   Street  R.   Co. 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

79.  The  book  value  o)  a  public  utility  property  is  not  a  satisfactory 
basis  for  rate  making,  but  may  be  resorted  to  in  the  absence  of  funds 
for  making  a  physical  valuation.  Re  Idaho  Traction  Go.  (Idaho)  P.U.R. 
1916D,  742. 

80.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  telephone  plant,  items  credited 
to  capital  stock  and  discount  on  stock  and  charged  to  investment,  and 
which  later  are  credited  to  investment  and  charged  to  contracts  and  \  / 
licenses,  and  items  representing  no  actual  investment,  entered  on  the 

books  upon  the  transfer  of  the  company,  were  rejected.    Re  Southwest- 
cm  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916E,  1087. 

81.  In  arriving  at  the  present  holdings  of  an  electric  company  in  a 
rate  proceeding  the  sum  of  $161,735.20  was  held  properly  rejected  by 
the  Commission's  accountant,  it  appearing  that  the  property  had  been  . 
acquired  from  another  company,  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  which 
were  carried  on  the  books  at  $121,572.66,  and  that  on  the  following 
day  they  appeared  upon  the  books  of  the  company  acquiring  the  prop- 
erty at  $253,307.76,  the  difference  representing  no  actual  investment. 
Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Ck>.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
1017. 

j.  Ascertainment  of  reproductiQn  co€it, 

82.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  iron  mains  of  a  water- 
works property  for  municipal  purchase,  the  actual  weights  of  the  pipe 
should  be  used  if  the  valuation  is  on  the  basis  of  replacing  the  identical 
plant  and  the  weights  that  would  be  used  in  constructing  a  plant  in 
accord  with  modem  practice  if  the  valuation  is  based  on  replacing  the 
plant  with  an  equivalent  system.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  178. 

83.  The  cost  of  reproducing  equipment  may  be  based  upon  the  cost  of 
reproducing  the  identical  equipment  rather  than  the  equivalent  equip- 
ment, where  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  original  investment 
in  the  equipment  was  imwisely  made,  or  that  a  reasonable  d^ree  of 
regard  for  the  ultimate  economy  of  construction  would  have  required 
the  installation  of  a  different  equipment,  although  what  it  would  cost 
to  replace  it  by  equivalent  units  of  equal  capacity  but  of  different 
design  may  also  be  considered.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  178. 

84.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for  mimicipal 
purchase,  the  estimates  of  the  commission  engineers  as  to  the  cost  of 
laying  mains,  based  on  actual  inspection  of  conditions,  constitute  better 
evidence  of  the  cost  of  reproduction  than  the  evidence  of  the  average 
cost  of  laying  mains  in  a  number  of  other  places.  Re  Janesville  Water 
Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  178. 

86.  The  estimated  cost  of  reproduction  of  rock  excavation  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  water  mains,  based  upon  records  of  the  actual 
width  of  trenches,  was  held  to  be  substantially  correct  where  there  was 
nothing  to  indicate  that  different  conditions  would  prevail  if  the  dia- 
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tribution  system  were  constructed  at  the  time  of  the  valuation.     Re 
Janesville  Water  Go.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

86.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  waterworks  company 
in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  it  was  held  improper  to  assume 
that  60  per  cent  of  the  excavation  would  be  done  by  a  trenching  ma- 
chine, where  the  distribution  system  was  not  laid  by  continuous  con- 
struction, but  rather  was  added  to  from  year  to  year.  Lake  Forest  v. 
Lake  Forest  Water  CJo.  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

87.  Theoretical  warehouse  expense,  included  in  the  inventory  of  the 
property  of  a  telephone  company,  and  based  on  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion, should  not  be  allowed  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes, 
where  such  expense  was  not  actually  incurred.  Simms  v.  Columbia 
Tekph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  366. 

HI.  External  factors  to  be  c€msider€d^ 

a.  Purpose  of  valuation. 

88.  The  value  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  a  stock  dividend  is  permissible  will  not  be  in- 
creased by  the  New  Jersey  Commission  by  an  amount  assumed  to  have 
been  expended  for  legal  expenses  not  otherwise  included,  where  the 
proof  as  to  such  expenditures  is  not  convincing,  since  the  board  does 
not  look  with  favor  upon  applications  for  stock  dividends,  and  will  not 
sanction  the  issuance  of  stock  for  such  a  purpose  unless  satisfied  by 
positive  proof  that  the  value  justifying  the  increase  of  stock  proposed 
has  been  added  to  the  property  of  the  utility.  Re  Raritan  River  R. 
Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72. 

89.  It  is  proper  to  assume  that  a  valuation  of  a  utility's  property  in 
compliance  with  the  public  utilities  act  is  being  made  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  or  not  existing  rates  are  reasonable  and  also  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  what  rates  are  reasonable.  Re  Terminal 
Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

90.  The  valuation  by  the  State  Board  of  Tax  Commissioners  of  the 
operating  property  of  a  railroad  as  an  entirety  for  purposes  of  tax- 
ation, and  the  apportioning  of  such  valuation  to  the  several  counties 
through  which  the  line  of  such  railroad  runs,  is  not  violative  of  article 
7,  §  3,  of  the  Washington  Constitution,  and  is  a  lawful  method  of 
valuing  such  property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  232   (S.  C.  84  Wash.  610,  147  Pac.  46). 

91.  The  inclusion  in  the  valuation  of  the  operating  property  of  a 
railroad  for  purposes  of  taxation,  of  a  sum  representing  the  intangible 
elements  of  value  created  by  the  density  of  traffic  and  volume  of  busi- 
ness along  the  line  of  the  railroad,  the  nature  of  the  country  through 
which  the  line  runs,  the  facilities  for  transacting  business  owned  and 
operated  by  private  individuals,  such  as  warehouses  and  docks,  the 
price  at  which  the  railroad  purchases  its  fuel  supply  and  the  re- 
sources of  the  country  adjacent  to  its  line  and  the  density  of  the  pop- 
ulation living  contiguous  thereto,  is  not  unwarranted  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  revenue  laws  of  the  state,  since  these  elements  are  not 
mere  "good  will"  attaching  to  the  business,  but  are  elements  which 
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enhance  the  value  of  the  physical  property  and  attach  to  it,  and  are  in- 
•eparable  from  it.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  232  (8.  C. 
84  Wash.  610,  147  Pac.  46). 

5.  dtaracter  of  manaoemeni, 

92.  In  determining  the  original  cost  of  the  property  of  an  electric 
company  for  rate-making  purposes  expenses  incurred  in  invading  terri- 
tory already  occiipied  by  another  company,  it  appearing  that  no  construc- 
tion work  was  done  and  that  the  company's  franchises  had  elapsed,  are 
not,  under  the  Oregon  Commission's  classification  of  accounts,  chargeable 
either  to  capital  account  or  to  operating  expenses ;  but  are  direct  charges 
to  the  corporate  surplus  or  deficit  account,  and  should  be  borne  by  the 
stockholders  whose  chosen  directora  use  such  tactics  in  a  competitive 
war.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJt.l916D, 
856. 

93.  The  amount  expended  by  a  hydro-electric  company  and  charged 
to  its  capital  account  in  the  defense  of  itself  and  its  officers  against 
contempt  proceedings  growing  out  of  the  failure  to  observe  a  writ 
of  injunction  designed  to  prevent  it  from  overbuilding,  in  a  dangerous 
manner,  the  overhead  system  of  another  company,  should  be  deducted 
from  the  aggregate  cost  of  its  plant  in  fixing  the  amount  of  its  original 
cost  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River 
Gas  &  Electric  Co.   (Or.)   P.U.R.1915D,  865. 

c.  Effect  of  appreciation, 

94.  An  increase  in  the  value  of  farms  along  the  line  of  an  irriga- 
tion ditch  operated  by  a  utility  does  not  justify  it  in  raising  its  water 
rates  on  the  theory  that  the  value  of  its  water  ri^t  has  been  increased 
by  such  unearned  increment,  notwithstanding  that  limitations  upon  the 
amount  of  water  it  may  appropriate  from  a  river  prevent  an  increase 
in  its  business.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Steamboat  Canal  Co. 
(Nev.)  P.U.R.1915F,  718. 

d.  Location  of  plant. 

96.  The  fact  that  service  mains  of  a  water  syatem  are  paralleled  by 
the  mains  of  a  city  should  not  be  taken  to  lessen  their  value  ia  fixing 
the  value  of  the  system  for  purchase  by  the  city.  Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.) 
P.UJtl915F,  768. 

LF.  Nonphy8ical  elemenis  affecting  value  or  cost. 

a.  Bond  discount  and  brokerage, 

96.  Bond  discount  is  the  money  expended  by  the  company  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  money  with  which  to  construct  the  plant.  Public 
Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

97.  The  rule  that  a  company  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  return  upon 
the  fair  value  of  property  used  and  useful  in  the  operation  of  the  plant 
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at  the  time  of  valuation  does  not  apply  to  bond  discount,  and  this 
item  should  not  be  allowed  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes. 
Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

08.  An  allowance  may  be  made  for  discount  on  bonds  in  the  valu- 
ation of  a  public-service  property  for  municipal  purchase,  where  the  dis- 
count is  a  normal  and  reasonable  cost  of  getting  money  to  finance  the 
utility,  where  the  utility  is  needed  in,  the  community,  and  where  the 
money  for  financing  it  can  be  obtained  on  no  better  terms.  Re  Janes- 
ville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

99.  Discounts  on  capital  stock  should  be  excluded  from  any  considera- 
tion as  property  and  set  aside  in  an  account  which  shall  be  amortized 
by  assessments  upon  stockholders  or  from  the  return  on  the  property 
under  the  principles  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
which  are  required  by  the  orgaiiic  act  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Com- 
mission to  be  followed  where  practicable.  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co. 
(D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  546. 

100.  Discount  on  bonds  cannot  be  considered  in  determining  the  cost 
of  a  public  utility's  property,  such  an  item  being  really  in  the  nature 
of  an  advance  payment  of  interest  rather  than  a  capital  investment, 
and  should  be  made  up  out  of  income  by  the  creation  of  a  sinking  fund 
or  reserve  suflScient  to  cover  the  item  by  the  time  the  bonds  mature. 
Camara  de  Comercio  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &.  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  977. 

101.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  service  corporation 
for  rate-making  purposes,  the  Oregon  Commission  will  not  make  an 
allowance  for  brokerage  fees  or  the  cost  of  obtaining  money,  especially 
where  no  fees  for  this  purpose  have  in  fact  been  paid.  Campbell  v. 
Hood  River  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

102.  The  amount  of  the  discount  on  bonds  sold  by  a  public  service 
corporation  cannot  be  considered  as  part  of  the  capital  investment  which 
is  to  be  taken  as  a  basis  for  fixing  rates.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co. 
(Mass.)   P.U.R.1915E,  370. 

103.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  an  electric  railway  and  light 
company,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of  securities  to 
be  issued,  15  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  company's  property,  in- 
cluding working  capital,  was  held  to  be  a  liberal  allowance  for  the  cost 
of  financing.    Re  Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915B,  416. 

b.  Overhead  expenses. 

1,  In  general* 

104.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for 
rate-making  purposes,  such  charges  as  preliminary  cost,  interest,  insur- 
ance, and  legal  expenses  during  construction,  engineering  and  super- 
vision, organization,  contingencies,  etc.,  should  be  giv^i  the  same  con- 
sideration as  a  capital  charge  that  is  given  the  cost  of  a  pump,  for 
the  reason  that  one  as  much  as  the  other  represents  an  investment. 
Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest  Water  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

105.  The  Commission  will  make  an  allowance  for  overhead  expenses, 
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inolnding  engineering,  interest  during  construction,  legal  expenses,  and 
valuation  omissions,  in  valuing  a  public  service  property  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  altiiough  tbe  company  has  made  no  claim  there- 
jfor.    Re  Oblong  Gas  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  598. 

106.  Percentage  allowances  for  overhead  charges  should  be  figured  on 
the  depreciated  value  of  an  electric  railway  company's  property  in  de- 
termining cost  of  reproduction  new  less  depreciation,  for  the  reason  that 
such  values  depreciate  with  the  property.  Re  Washington  &  M.  R. 
Co.  (D.  C.)   P.UJ1.1915B,  658. 

2,  Legal  and  organization  expenses, 

107.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  railway,  the 
California  Commission  made  an  allowance  for  preliminary  and  organi- 
zati<m  expenses  of  2  per  cent  on  all  expenses  except  the  cost  of  land. 
Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  742. 

108.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  for 
municipal  purchase,  the  actual  cost  of  organization  was  allowed.  Re 
Redondo  Beach  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 

109.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  gas  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  no  allowance  was  made  for  organization  expenses 
of  predecessor  companies,  since  such  expenses  were  deemed  to  add 
nothing  to  the  value  of  the  property  of  the  existing  company.  Salinas 
City  V.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  460. 

110.  The  costs  connected  with  the  securing  of  a  contract  by  a  taxicab 
company  with  a  terminal  company  were  excluded  by  the  Commission  in 
arriving  at  the  value  of  the  company's  property.  Re  Terminal  Taxi- 
cab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

111.  An  allowance  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
ice company  of  2  per  cent  for  legal  and  organization  expenses  was  held 
reasonable.  Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  956. 

112.  The  sums  of  $3,350  for  organization  expense  and  $14,000  for 
contractor's  profit  were  allowed  by  the  Commission,  in  the  valuation  of  a 
gas  company's  property  for  capitalization  purposes,  where  the  total 
value  fixed  was  $160,240.  Re  Ocean  County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  601. 

113.  The  sum  of  $4,000  for  cost  of  obtaining  franchise  and  law  ex- 
penditures during  construction  was  included  by  the  Commission  in 
the  valuation  of  a  gas  company's  property  for  capitalization  purposes, 
where  the  total  value  fixed  was  $160,240.  Re  Ocean  County  Gas  Co. 
<N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  601. 

8*  Engineering  and  sup^rviaion. 

Eindings  of  Commission  as  to  allowance  for  engineering  expenses  ap- 
proved by  trial  court,  not  disturbed  upon  review,  see  Appeal  and 
Review,  35. 

114.  In  estimating  the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  railway,  an 
allowance  was  made  by  the  Commission  at  about  one  half  the  per 
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cent  which  it  was  testified  would  be  necessai^  to  secure  the  services  of 
an  engineering  firm  for  the  construction  of  the  road,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  total  engineering  expenditures  actually  incurred  during  the 
construction  were  less  than  the  total  sum  allowed  by  the  Ck)mmission. 
Re  Petaluma  A  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  742. 

115.  An  allowance,  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
ice company,  of  6  per  cent  for  engineering  and  supervision,  was  held 
reasonable.  Meek  v.  Consumers  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  956. 

116.  An  allowance  of  5  per  cent  for  engineering  and  superintendence 
was  made  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the  reproduction  cost  new 
of  an  electric  railway  company's  property.  Re  Washington  k  M.  R. 
Co.  (D.  C.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  558. 

117.  An  allowance  should  not  be  made  for  engineering  upon  ihe  ap- 
praisal for  rate-making  purposes  of  the  furniture,  fixtures,  tools,  and 
teams  of  a  public  service  company*  Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

^i  Contr&ctoral'  profttB. 

118.  The  sums  of  $3,350  for  organization  expense  and  $14,000  for 
contractor's  profit  were  allowed  by  the  Commission,  in  the  valuation 
of  a  gas  company's  property  for  capitalization  purposes,  where  the 
total  value  fixed  was  $160,240.  Re  Ocean  County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  601. 

118a.  In  arriving  at  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  an  electric  railway 
property  a  15  per  cent  allowance  by  the  Commission  for  contractor'a 
profit  was  based  on  the  cost  of  both  labor  and  materials  where  materials 
were  furnished  by  the  contractor,  and  on  the  cost  of  labor  alone  where 
the  materials  were  purchased  and  delivered  by  the  company.  Re 
Washington  &  M.  R.  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  658. 

119.  No  allowance  was  made  for  contractor's  profit  in  estimating  the 
value  of  a  telephone  plant  for  rate-making  purposes;  although  it  waa 
necessary  and  proper  under  the  circumstances  to  determine  the  present 
fair  value  of  the  property  on  the  reproduction  cost  basis,  wh'ere  the 
application  of  the  present  unit  costs  to  the  various  items  of  the  plant 
involved,  with  the  addition  of  reasonable  overhead  charges,  would  prop- 
erly take  care  of  such  profits  and  would  adequately  protect  both  the 
company  and  the  public.  Corona  v.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014. 

6.  Interest  during  construction, 

(a)  In  general. 

120.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  railway,  the 
California  Commission  refused  to  allow  a  greater  per  cent  for  inter- 
est during  construction  than  was  paid  by  the  company  on  mortgage 
bonds  merely  because  of  a  temporary  financial  stringency.  Re  Peta- 
luma &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742. 

121.  An  allowance,  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
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ice  company,  of  21  per  cent  for  intttrest  during  construction,  based  upon 
a  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  appMtd  for  half  of  a  ten  months'  period 
of  construction,  is  reasonable  where  6  per  cent  is  the  usual  rate  of  in- 
terest for  long-term  loans.  Meek  v.  Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  966. 

122.  An  allowance  of  3  per  cent  for  interest  during  construction  was 
made  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  an 
electric  railway  company's  property,  it  being  assumed  that  funds  would 
be  borrowed  only  as  needed  and  hence  that  interest  would  be  paid  on 
only  half  the  full  amount  for  the  time  of  construction.  Re  Washington 
&  M.  R.  Co,  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916B,  658. 

123.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  railway  company's 
land  an  allowance  of  interest  on  the  assumed  cost  of  purchase  at  6 
per  cent  for  two  years,  the  entire  assumed  period  of  construction,  was 
held  ample  where  it  appeared  that  none  of  the  bonds  issued  by  any  of 
the  predecessors  of  the  company  had  borne  interest  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  6  per  cent,  and  that  most  of  the  large  bond  issues  carried  an  interest 
charge  of  only  6  per  cent.  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  44. 

124.  An  allowance  of  8  per  cent  instead  of  6  per  cent  for  interest  dur- 
ing construction  for  one  half  of  the  estimated  period  will  not  be  made 
on  the  assumption  that  8  per  cent  is  the  usual  rate  on  loans  at  the 
place  at  which  the  utility  is  located,  where  it  appears  that  6  per  cent 
is  the  legal  rate  for  interest,  in  the  absence  of  agreement,  and  the 
general  rule  adopted  by  engineers  and  followed  by  the  Commission  in 
a  number  of  cases  is  to  allow  but  6  per  cent.  Columbia  v.  Watts 
Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  921. 

(b)  Construction  period, 

125.  In  estimating  the  interest  upon  the  investment  during  the  con- 
struction period,  the  Commission  held  that  one  year  was  too  long  a  1 

period  for  the  construction  of  a  telephone  plant  having  660  working 
telephones.    Corona  v.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &,  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1014. 

e.  Taxes  during  construction, 

126.  An  allowance  of  1.6  per  cent  for  taxes  during  a  ten  months' 
period  of  construction  was  held  liberal,  where  it  appeared  that  taxes 
at  the  rate  of  3.56  per  cent  were  assessed  on  a  valuation  of  from  36 
to  40  per  cent  of  the  actual  value.  Olumbia  t.  Watts  Engineering  Co. 
(Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  921. 

7.  Other  taxes  and  insurance. 

127.  An  allowance  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
ice company,  of  11  per  cent  for  taxes  and  insurance,  is  reasonable,  where 
the  actual  taxes  paid  by  the  company,  on  a  physical  valuation,  would 
hardly  amount  to  the  rate  of  1  per  cent.  Meek  v.  Consumers'  Electric 
Lig^t  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

128.  Pavement    assessments    against    railway    companies,    including 
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amounts  still  unpaid,  should  be  included  in  the  valuation  of  its  prop* 
erty  for  rate-making  purposes.  Ft.  SeotA  Gaa  &  IL  Co.  y.  Ft.  Scott 
(Kan.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  481. 

S,  Contingencies, 

129.  An  allowance,  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  piIBlic  serv- 
ice company,  of  2  per  cent  for  contingencies,  was  held  reasonable.. 
Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

P.  Allowances  for  groups  of  expenses, 

130.  An  allowance  of  1  per  cent  of  the  amount  invested  in  the  plant 
by  the  stockholders  was  made  by  the  Commission  to  cover  legal  and 
organization  expenses  and  omissions  atid  contingencies  in  arriving  at  the 
value  of  a  taxicab  company's  property.  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D. 
C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

131.  An  allowance  of  3  per  cent  for  legal,  organization,  and  insiu*ance 
expenses,  and  omissions  and  contingencies,  was  made  by  the  Commission 
in  arriving  at  the  reproduction  cost  new  of  an  electric  railway  com- 
pany's property.    Re  Washington  A  M.  R.  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  558. 

132.  An  allowance  of  Til  per  cent  overhead  expenses  on  the  value  of 
a  gas  company's  land,  and  12.5  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  buildings, 
equipment,  holders,  and  distribution  system,  was  held  fair  and  rea- 
sonable, both  to  the  company  and  to  the  public.  Columbia  v.  Watts 
Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916B,  921. 

133.  In  fixing  the  ^alue  of  the  land  of  an  electric  light  and  power 
company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  an  8  per  cent  over- 
head allowance  was  added  to  the  estimated  value  of  the  land,  which  was 
not  depreciated  for  present  condition.  Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  & 
P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

134.  An  allowance,  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  serv- 
ice company,  of  13  per  cent,  together  with  an  allowance  of  8  per  cent  on 
land,  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  provision  for  all  overhead  charges. 
Meek  v.  Consumers  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

135.  In  valuing  a  reconstructed  telephone  company's  property  as  an 
operating  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  an  addition  of  15  per  cent 
was  made  to  the  capital  account  to  cover  overhead  expenses  during 
construction.    Re  Gillespie  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  214. 

136.  An  increase  of  15  per  cent  over  the  sum  of  the  various  items 
previously  allowed  in  an  appraisal  by  the  Commission  for  overhead 
expenses  was  granted,  it  appearing  from  the  present  knowledge  of  the 
Commission  that  the  former  estimate  was  too  small.  Beloit  T.  Beloit 
Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

137.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility,  a  blanket  allowance 
of  15.39  per  cent  was  made  to  cover  overhead  charges,  including  engi- 
neering and  architecture,  general  supervision  and  wear  of  tools,  inter- 
est during  construction,  insurance,  organization,  legal  expenses,  taxes, 
and  contingencies,  where  the  method  of  the  Commission's  engineering 
staff  in  determining  such  percentage  and  the  amount  was  not  rebutted 
or  questioned  by  the  utility.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  £. 
Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  236 


.Digitized  by 


Google 


VALUATION,  IV.  c  675 

188.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making 
purposes  an  allowance  of  16  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  physical  prop- 
erties was  made  to  cover  all  the  items  of  miscellaneous  construction 
and  equipment  expenditures,  comprising  the  items  engineering  and  legal 
expenses,  interest  during  construction,  brokerage,  and  working  capital, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  estimates  made  by  the  engineers  disclosed 
a  wide  difference,  and  that  their  estimates  were  very  different  from  the 
actual  expenditures  disclosed  by  the  records.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint 
Water  &  Light  Ck).   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

139.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  an  electric  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes  the  estimate  of  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  included 
appropriate  allowances  for  such  engineering,  l<^al,  and  other  general 
expenses,  casualty  and  other  insurance,  taxes  during  construction,  con- 
struction contingencies,  and  interest  on  outlays  during  the  construction 
period,  as  would  reasonably  and  inevitably  be  incident  to  the  construc- 
tion of  an  operating  plant.  Campbell  ▼.  Hood  River  Gas  k  Electric  Co. 
(Or.)  P.UJt.l915D,  855. 

*  140.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  an  electric  corporation  for 
rate  purposes,  an  allowance  in  unit  prices  of  10  per  cent  for  general 
contractor's  profit,  and  an  additional  allowance  of  overhead  expenses 
on  land  of  9  per  cent  made  i}p  of  interest  during  construction  6  per 
cent,  taxes  i  per  cent,  legal  and  organization  expenses  2^  per  cent, 
and  an  allowance  of  overhead  expenses  on  electrical  transmission  and 
distribution  system,  buildings,  and  miscellaneous  structures  and  power 
plant  equipment,  of  15  per  cent,  made  up  of  engineering  5  per  cent,  in- 
terest during  construction  3  per  cent,  omissions  and  contingencies  3 
per  cent,'  insurance  li  per  cent,  and  legal  and  organization  expenses 
2^  per  cent,  was  held  ample.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public 
Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

141.  In  the  valuation  of  a  municipal  water  plant,  the  Indiana  Com- 
mission made  an  allowance  of  10  per  cent  lot  overhead  expenses  where 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  construction  of  the  plant  required  any  extra 
engineering  assistance  or  preliminary  legal  expenses  or  contingencies 
of  any  kind.    Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  561. 

142.  The  sum  of  $500  for  incorporating,  legal  and  other  necessary  ex- 
penses incidental  to  organization,  and  $1^000  for  operating  capital,  in- 
terest during  construction,  and  possible  operating  de£cit  diiring  early 
period  of  operations,  were  considered  reasonable  allowances  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  water  company's  properties  as 
a  basis  for  an  issue  of  securities,  where  the  total  cost  of  construction 
was  found  to  be  about  $35,000.  Re  Loogootee  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  534. 

143.  The  sum  of  $17,835  for  overhead  charges  in  connection  with 
development,  including  interest  during  construction,  was  allowed  by 
the  Commission,  in  the  valuation  of  a  gas  company's  property,  for 
capitalization  purposes,  where  the  total  value  fixed  was  $160,240.  Re 
Ocean  County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  601. 

o.  Paving  over  maine, 

144.  In  the  valuation  of  a  municipal  water  plant,  the  Indiana  Confr* 
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mission  refused  to  make  an  allowance  for  pavement  oTer  mains  where 
such  pavement  had  not  been  actually  cut  in  the  laying  of  the  pipes. 
Apple  V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916C,  661. 

145.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  a  waterworks  prop- 
erty for  municipal  purchase,  the  Ck>mmis8ion  cannot  determine  what 
weight  should  be  given  to  the  estimated  cost  of  pavement  over  mains, 
where  the  record  does  not  show  that  the  pavement  was  actually  cut 
through  in  laying  the  mains.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  178. 

146.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  oompany  for  munici- 
pal purchase,  no  allowance  should  be  made  for  pavement  in  valuing  the 
mains,  unless  the  pavement  was  spread  prior  to  the  laying  of  the 
mains,  for  the  reason  that  such  pavement  does  not  in  any  way  make 
the  property  more  valuable.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

147.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for 
municipal  purchase,  no  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  fact  that 
paving  has  been  laid  over  mains,  where  the  company  has  been  at  no 
expense  at  cutting  through  such  paving,  since  the  laying  of  paving  over 
mains  does  not  make  them  more  valuable.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  474. 

148.  The  rejection  of  the  item  of  estimated  amount  which  it  would 
cost  now  to  pave  over  pipe  lines  in  an  appraisal  of  a  water  company's 
plant  for  rate  fixing  purposes  was  approved.  Corona  v.  Ck>rona  City 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  782. 

149.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for 
rate-making  purposes  no  allowance  should  be  made  for  pavements  not 
actually  disturbed  in  the  laying  of  mains.  Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest 
Water  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 

150.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  paving  over  mains  in  ascer- 
taining the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  it 
is  not  necessary  to  place  or  replace  mains  and  hydrant  connections  in 
places  where  such  paving  has  been  laid,  it  appearing  that  they  could 
be  put  in  other  places  to  just  as  good  effect.  Murray  v.  Public  Utilities 
Conunission,  P.U.R.1915F,  436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho  603,  160  Pac.  47). 

161.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility,  an  allowance  may  be 
made  for  the  actual  cost  of  replacing  pavement  disturbed  by  the  laying 
of  mains,  where  paving  was  disturbed  and  replaced  in  the  original  con- 
struction. Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  236. 

162.  The  expenses  of  taking  up  and  replacing  pavements  on  streets 
which  were  unpaved  when  the  gas  mains  were  laid  need  not  be  included 
when  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  company  on  the  basis  of  reproduc- 
tion new,  less  depreciation,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  reasonable- 
ness of  rates  fixed  by  municipal  ordinance.  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des 
Moines,  P.U.R.1915D,  677  (S.  C.  238  U.  S.  163,  69  L.  ed.  1244,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  811,  modifying  199  Fed.  204). 

163.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  gas  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  an  allowance  was  made  to  cover  all  expenditures 
made  by  the  company  for  payment  over  mains  and  services,  where. 
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removed  or  replaced  by  it.    Salinas  City  v.  Coast  Valleys  Oas  &  Eleetrio 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  460. 

154.  I^e  Washington  Commission,  in  fixing  the  valuation  of  the 
property  of  a  street  railway  company,  disallowed  the  eost  of  taking  up 
and  replacing  paving  on  streets  which  were  not  paved  at  the  time  the 
tracks  were  actually  laid.  Public  Service  Comrni^sion  v.  Qraya  Harbor 
R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915C,  518. 

155.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway,  the  Washington 
Conmiisaion  made  an  allowance  for  the  cost  of  excavating  and  filling     * 
with  earth,  streets  originally  constructed  of  sawdust  and  alab^wood 
fills,  it  appearing  that  such  work  had  been  neoessary  for  the  original 
construction  of  the  road,  although,  having  been  done,  it  would  not  now 

be   necessary   in   replacing  the  road.     Public   Service  Commiaeion  v. 
Grays  Harbor  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.19150,  61S. 

F.  Valuation  of  particular  Mnda  of  tangible  propertif, 

a.  In  general, 

156.  The  Missouri  Commission,  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a 
public  service  corporation  for  rate-making  purposes,  will  not  state  sep-       i    / 
arately  the  different  amounts  allowed  for  physical  property  and  in-       r 
tangible  value.     Simms  v.  Columbia  Xeleph.  Co.    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1915C, 

366. 

157.  An  allowance  should  be  made  for  CEieters  owned  by  %  waiter 
company  in  ascertaining  its  value  for  rate^making  purposes.  Sandpoint 
V.  Sandpoint  Water  k  Light  Co.  (I4aho)  P.U.RJD15F,  445. 

158.  An  allowance  should  be  made  for  effiee  ftimiture,  horses,  w^agons, 
tools,  materials  oh  hand,  and  the  cost  of  improving  ground  around 
reservoir,  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making 
purposes,  where  such  items  represent  an  investment  reasonably  neces^ 
sary  to  the  successful  carrying  on  of  the  business  and  the  rendering 
of  service  to  the  public.  Murray  v.  Public  Utilities  Comanisaien,  P.Ult. 
1916F,  436   (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603,  150  Pac.  47). 

159.  The  cost  of  materials  on  hand  for  construction  purposes  should 
not  be  added  to  t^e  estimated  value  of  a  plant  of  a  pubHc-servioe  corpo- 
ration, where  the  aceounUng  practice  of  the  company  ha«  been  to  charge 
eonBtmction  materials  to  construction  as  purchased  rather  tiian  as  used, 
since  this  would  result  in  a  duplication  of  the  (barging  of  such  material 
to  property  and  plant.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U-R.1915A, 
178. 

160.  Tools  used  during  the  construction  of  a  rural  telephone  plant  do 

not  constitute  a  proper  charge  in  the  capital  account  of  the  city  plant,       \/^ 
unless  the  rural  lines  pay  to  the  city  plant  some  rental  charges  for  their 
use.    Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  616. 

161.  The  cost  of  properties  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  scrapping 
and  substituting  with  other  properties  should  not  be  tveated  a«  part 
of  the  fixed  investment  of  a  public  utility,  but  should  be  met  out  ol 
income,  just  as  any  other  item  of  depreeiation.  Camara  de  Comercio 
V.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  I.)  P.U.R.1915D,  977. 

102.  The  value  of  the  plant  and  business  of  an  eleotric  lighlfe  ^faat* 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 37. 
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pan^  was  fixed  at  $11,500,  for  rate-making  purposes,  after  the  CommiS' 
sion  had  appraised  the  present  value  of  its  physical  properties  including 
materials  and  supplies  at  $9,514.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro  Electric  Light 
Co.  (WU.)  P.U.R1915B,  1. 

163.  An  investment  of  $86.60  per  kw.  of  station  capacity  for  a  steam 
turbo-generator  plan^  is  not  excessive.  Re  Khinelander  Power  Co. 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  652. 

164.  An  allowance  for  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  an  electric  gen- 
erator of  $2,200,  f.  o.  b.  factory,  approximating  $14.50  per  kilowatt  Is 
reasonable  for  an  obsolete  belted,  alternating  type  of  e^ipment,  designed 
to  operate  at  fifty  revolutions  per  minute,  especially  where  the  estimate 
of  the  value  of  such  generator,  in  its  present  condition,  is  considerably 
higher  than  the  actual  cost  to  the  company.  Meek  v.  Consumers'  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P-U.R.1915A,  956. 

165.  Upon  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  the  Sugar  Pine  Railway 
Company  in  California,  the  Commission  found  the  reproduction  cost  of 
the  operative  physical  property  to  be  $355,511.65,  as  of  June  30,  1913, 
and  the  present  value  to  be  $212,619.27,  as  of  the  same  date.  Re  Sugar 
Pine  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  728. 

b.  Property  not  in  use, 

1,  In  general. 

166.  A  difference  between  the  value  of  the  amount  of  water  used  and 
the  total  value  of  the  land  and  water  powers  of  an  electric  utility  waa 
treated  as  nonoperating  property  in  a  valuation  i^r  rate-making  pur- 
poses.   Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  k  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.Ra915D,  855. 

167.  Only  one  third  of  the  value  of  the  land  of  a  telephone  company 
and  the  cost  of  construction  of  cement  sidewalkfl  thereon  should  be  in- 
cluded in  the  valuation  of  the  company's  property  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, where  it  appears  that  the  remaining  portion  was  unoocupied,  and 
located  ao  as  to  be  used  for  other  purposes,  and  is  not  likely  ever  to 
be  required  for  telephone  purposes.  Re  Webster  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
P.UJU1915E,  616. 

168.  The  value  of  a  standpipe  and  force  main  of  a  water  company 
not  used  or  useful  in  the  service  of  its  present  customera  was  deducted 
from  the  total  value  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  to  obtain  a 
basis  upon  which  to  predicate  water  rates.  Re  Bound  Brook  Water  Co. 
(N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1040. 

169.  In  valuing  a  water  system  for  municipal  purchase,  consideration 
sKioald  be  givHi  to  the  present  value  of  pipes  and  reservoirs  which 
may  become  inadequate  or  obsolete  if  a  larger  water  supply  be  re- 
quired.   Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  768. 

170.  The  value  of  two  tar  pumps,  one  meter  case,  and  an  unused 
holder  pit  was  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  nonoperating  property 
of  a  gas  company,  for  rate-making  purposes.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair 
County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1915F,  235. 

171.  The  Maine  Commission  did  not  make  a  valuation  of  warehouse 
property  used  in  a  business  as  a  public  utility,  in  authorizing  a  sale 
of  property  and  the  issuance  of  stock  in  payment  therefor,  where  a 
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large  part  of  the  profits  from  the  biisineBs  sold  come  from  nonutility 
enterprises  in  which  the  purchaser  can  continue  to  fix  prices.  He  Tyler 
(Me.)  P.U.E.1916E,  691. 

2.  Investment  in  advance  of  present  needs. 

172.  Present  users  cannot  be  expected  to  pay  a  rate  sufficiently  high 
to  yield  a  fair  return  on  the  money  invested,  in  excess  of  the  amount 
necessary  to  properly  provide  for  the  present  consumption.  Potee  v. 
Brooklyn  &  C.  B.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.K.1915A,  42. 

172a.  Upon  a  proposal  to  increase  water  rates,  in  determining  whether 
the  sum  upon  which  the  company  based  its  entimate  of  return  was  too 
high,  consideration  was  given  to  evidence  that  the  company  had  provided 
a  plant  sufficiently  large  not  only  to  care  for  present  prospective  custom- 
ers, but  also  for  all  customers  that  might  be  added  for  a  number  of 
years  to  come.  Potee  v.  Brooklyn  &,  C.  B.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Md.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  42. 

173.  Unused  service  connections  of  a  water  company  laid  in  a  street 
before  paving  at  the  request  of  the  city  should  be  included  in  the  valua- 
tion of  the  plant  for  rate-making  purposes.  Be  Hayward  W^ater  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 

174.  The  Commission  refused  to  eliminate  from  the  valuation  of  the 
property  of  a  lighting  company  for  rate-making  purposes,  extensions 
made  at  its  request,  on  the  theory  that  such  extensions  were  made  in 
advance  of  the  necessity  of  the  popxtlation.  Public  Service  Commission 
ex  rel.  Seattle  y.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916B,  135.    - 

.  175.  An  electric  company  should  not  be  subject  to  the  criticism  that 
it  has  extended  its  Hnes  unduly  into  territory  in  which  the  business  is 
of  a  character  to  show  little  or  no  profit,  where  it  appears  that  such 
extensions  have  been  made  wholly  in  response  to  actual  needs  or  in  rea- 
sonable anticipation  of  such  needs.  Marlborough  Electric  Petitions 
(Mass.)  P.U.R.1915C,  606. 

176.  The  value  of  electric  production  equipment  and  land  which,  al- 
though their  construction  and  acquisition  were  apparently  warranted 
in  the  exercise  of  good  engineering  and  business  judgment,  did  not  turn 
out  to  be  justified  and  were  not  used  or  useful  to  the  community  served, 
was  not  allowed  as  an  element  of  value  for  rate-making  purposes.  Bend 
v.  Bend  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916F,  918. 

177.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses in  a  city  serving  gas  throu^  a  transmission  line  which  also 
supplies  other  localities,  testimony  must  be  considered  that  a  trans- 
mission line  of  sufficient  capacity  to  serve  the  city  could  have  been 
built  at  a  far  less  cost  than  the  existing  line,  and  that  the  distribution 
system  in  the  city  hajB  been  expanded  far  beyond  the  present  and  near- 
future  needs  of  the  municipality.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Qaa 
A  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915P,  235. 

178.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  hydro-electric  company  for 
rate-making  purposes,  riparian  land  and  the  right  to  use  the  flow  of 
the  stream  incident  thereto  beyond  the  amount  actually  used  and  use- 
ful  for  the  convenience  of  the  public  were  treated  as  nonoperating  prop« 
erty,  and  a  tract  of  land  constituting  a  power  site  for  possible  future. 
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development,  but  not  u&ed  for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  was  not 
included  a&  a  part  of  the  operating  property  of  the  company.  Camp- 
bell V.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

3,  Property  used  in  emergencies, 

179.  A  Coal-gas  plafit  not  held  as  a  reserve  or  for  break-down  service 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  a  water-g&s  plant,  cannot  be  in- 
cluded in  the  valuation  of  a  gas  company's  property  on  the  theory 
that  conditions  as  to  the  price  of  oil,  6tc.,  may  so  chahge  as  to  make 
a  return  to  coal  gas  profitable  and  the  gas  equipment  useful.  Columbia 
V.  Watts  Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  921. 

180.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses an  allowance  was  made  for  the  company's  original  dam,  though 
it  was  to  a  large  e)ctent  superseded  by  a  new  dam  further  up  the 
stream,  it  appearing  that  tlie  old  dkm  is  fre<|iiently  used  whenever  it 
becomes  necessary  to  clean  out  the  upper  dam,  and  that  the  latter  was 
built  to  maintain  the  pressure  required  by  the  franchise,  ^hich  pressure 
had  been  reduced  by  a  large  increase  in  the  number  of  consumers  since 
the  construction  of  the  original  plant.  Sandpoiut  v.  SaUdpoint  Water  & 
Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

4,  Discarded  or  abandoned  property. 

181.  The  value  of  an  artificial  gas  pbiiit  conitrueted  in  aecerdance 
with  the  requirements  of  an  ordinance  passed*  by  t^e  board  of  trttstees 
of  a  eity  should,  so  far  as  another  city  being  supplied  #ith  natural 
gas  is  concerned,  be  amortized  o^er  a  period  of  yearb,  rather  tham  main* 
tained  to  provide  for  the  remote  possibility  61  continiied  interruption 
in  the  natural  gas  transmission  system.  Re  Southeim  Counties  Gas 
CSo.  (Cat)  P.U.R.1915E,  197. 

182.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  an  electric  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes  properties  at  a  disused  plant,  all  inactive  equipment 
at  a  used  plant,  and  the  remaining  onused  portions  of  a  municipal 
lighting  system  formerly  in  serviee,  but  sinee  dismantled,  were  excluded 
from  the  inventory  of  the  operating  property.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River 
Gas  &  Electnc  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  «55. 

183.  A  line  of  poles  constructed  by  a  Kydro-electHe  utility  to  a  large 
sawmill  during  a  competitive  war,  in  an  unsuooeBsful  endeavor  to  obtain 
A  contract  for  supplying  power  to  the  mill,  was  «Lcluded  from  the 
operating  property  of  the  company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, where  the  line  was  never  cotnpleted  by  iht  installation  of  wire, 
and  therefore  repres^ted  nothing  of  any  use  or  convenience  in  the 
public  service.  Campbdl  v.  Hood  River  Gas  k  Electric  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  655. 

184.  In  the  valuation  of  the  lands  of  an  electric  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  abandoned  power  development  lands  and  a  proposed 
reservoir  site  not  used  or  useful  in  the  publie  service  were  excluded.  La 
Grande  Commercial  Clnb  t.  Eastern  Oregon  L%fat  A  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  909. 

185.  The  value  of  an  abandi^ned  pumping  plant  used  "by  a  water  com- 
pany as  a  material  yard  was  allowed  in  the  valuation  of  the  property 
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ol  a  company  for  rate-makiiif  pufpotet,  where  the  compaay  oo«ld  not 
supply  other  storage  iacilitiet  at  less  ooat.  Be  Hay  ward  Water  (>* 
(Cal.)  P.U.Ra9a5B,  834. 

186.  Electric  generators  which  have  not  been  in  use  for  several  years 
cannot  be  included  in  a  vaKiaiion  lor  rate-omking  purposes  of  the  prop- 
erty of  an  electric  light  and  power  company  "used  and  useful"  in  serving 
the  public,  although  the  company  expects  to  put  them  in  service  again, 
as  a  reserve,  for  which  service  they  will  probably  be  necessary.  Meek  v. 
Consumers*  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1W6A,  956. 

187.  Although  a  return  upon  the  investment  in  an  extension  of  a  street 
railroad  may  not  be  denied  on  the  ground  that  it  was  built  contrary  to 
the  dictates  of  reasonable  prudence  and  sound  business  Judgment,  except 
in  a  clear  case,  no  allowance  was  made  for  the  investment  in  a  branch 
line  which  had  been  discontinued  and  was  of  no  economic  value  to  the 
state  or  the  company.  Re  Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916E, 
370.  ^ 

188.  In  valuing  the  property  of  an  electric  utility  for  the  purpose  of 
fixing  rates,  an  allowance  was  made  for  the  present  value  of  generat- 
ing equipment  which  had  become  of  no  efficient  use  upon  the  utility 
arranging  to  purchase  the  power,  where  the  Commission  had  author- 
ized the  purchase  of  the  equipment  as  a  temporary  expedient  to  serve 
patrons  at  a  time  when  the  utility  utterly  lacked  necessary  facilities. 
Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

189.  Property  abandoned  and  which  is  no  longer  used  or  useful  for 
the  scorice  should  not  be  included  under  the  head  of  obsolescence  in  the 
valuation  of  ti^e  property  of  a  public  service  company  for  rate-making 
purposes.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
481. 

190.  Certain  automobiles  of  a  taxicab  company  for  which  no  sale  could 
be  found,  even  at  junk- value  prices,  and  which  had  been  dismantled  at  a 
small  cost,  were  excluded  by  the  Conunigsion  from  a  valuation  of  the 
company's  property  made  in  compliance  with  the  public  utilities  act, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  reserve  that  had  been  maintained  to  offset 
depreciation  on  the  automobiles  was  in  excess  of  their  original  cost  and 
the  coi^t  \o  dispiantle,  and  this  amount  bitd  been  invested  in  other 
property  of  the  comply  included  in  the  valuation.  Be  Terminal  Taxioab 
Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  546. 

191.  Property  of  an  electric  company  which  has  been  superseded  by  a 
permanent  arrangement  for  the  purchase  of  electricity  from  outside 
sources  will  not  be  eseluded  from  consideration  by  the  Massachusetts 
Board  of  Gas  and  Electric  Light  Commissioners,  in  a  rate-fixing  pro- 
ceeding, on  the  theory  that  had  th'^re  been  a  wise  administration  of  the 
company's  affairs,  these  losses  would  have  been  anticipated  and  provided 
for,  since,  in  the  absence  of  mismanagement  or  dishonesty,  the  Board  be- 
lieves that,  under  the  long-established  policy  of  the  commonwealth,  all 
paid-up  capital  honestly  and  prudently  invested  should,  under  normal 
conditions,  be  recognized  in  determining  a  fair  rate,  although  it  does 
not  follow  that  idle  capital  is  to  be  on  the  same  footing  as  active. 
Marlborough  Electric  Petitions  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1936C,  665. 

192.  The  practice  of  crediting  discarded  property  to  property  and 
plant  at  its  salvage  value  only,  instead  of  at  its  cost  new,  is  improper, 
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since  the  effect  is  to  keep  the  difference  between  the  original  cost  and 
the  amount  received  for  salvage  permanently  charged  to  property  and 
plant.    Re  JanesvUle  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R,1916A,  178. 

fi.  Property  ttsed  onMy  for  revenue, 

193.  In  the  valuation  of  a  municipal  water  plant,  the  Indiana  Com- 
mission refused  to  allow  for  the  value  of  a  house,  owned  by  the  city 
but  rented  for  dwelling  purposes.  Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
561. 

194.  Supplies  for  electric  wiring  and  merchandise  sale  should  not  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  arriving  at  the  fair  present  value  of  the 
property  of  an  electric  corporation  for  rate  purposes.  Commercial  Club 
v.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  1017. 

195.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility,  the  stock 
in  trade  kept  by  a  subsidiary  sup'ply  company  for  sale  to  the  public 
will  nbt  be  considered.  Public  Service  Commiaslon  v.  Grays  Harbor  R. 
&  Light  Co.  (Wash,)  P.U.R.1915C,  518. 

196.  An  item  of  merchandise  and  supplies  should  not  be  included  in 
the  valuation  of  the -property  of  a  public  service  company,  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  where  it  represents  property  for  sale  to  the  public. 
Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Ck).  v.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R,1915B,  481. 

6,  Property  used  to  attract  busineaa, 

197.  In  findings  of  fact  as  to  the  reproduction  cost  of  a  scenic  rail- 
way, a  classification  of  hotels,  restaurant  facilities,  and  other  accessories 
as  nonoperating  property  is  justifiable,  although  such  property  it 
essential  to  the  business,  since  the  practice  is  proper  from  an  auditing 
and  accounting  standpoint,  and  the  question  whether  snch  property 
should  be  valued  in  a  rate  inquiry  is  not  under  consideration.  Re  Mill 
Valley  &  Mt.  T.  Scenic  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  43. 

198.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company,  the  Com- 
mission does  not  err  in  disregarding  an  amusement  park  lying  outside 
of  the  state  and  owned  by  the  company,  although  it  may  enhance  the 
earnings  of  the  company.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1915D,  192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

o.  Property  not  oumed  hy  utility. 

199.  The  value  of  transmitters,  receivers  and  induction  ooils  used 
by  a  telephone  company  were  capitalized  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
a  return  thereon,  although  they  were  the  property  of  another  company, 
where  a  per  cent  of  the  gross  income  was  paid  to  the  owner  as  a  license 
charge.    Re  Southwestern  Teleg.  k  Telepb.  Co.  (Mo.)  !p.U.R.1915E,  1087. 

200.  Land  actually  used  and  useful  in  the  operation  of  a  public  serv- 
ice corporation  will,  for  the  purposes  of  the  valuation  of  the  property 
of  said  utility,  be  considered  as  the  property  of  such  utility,  although  the 
title  to  such  land  is  in  the  name  of  a  subsidiary  company.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  v.  Grays  Harbor  R,  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.UJEL1915C, 
518. 

201.  The  proportionate  cost  of  a  transmission  line  based  upon  the 
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relatire  kilowatt  hours  vsed  by  yarious  companies  should  not  be  allowed 
as  part  of  the  value  of  the  property  of  an  electric  company  in  a  yalua- 
tion  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  the  line  is  not  owned  by  it,  and 
where  the  charges  for  power  purchased  by  the  company  are  taken  into 
account  aa  operating  expenses  in  the  Commission's  classification  of  ac- 
counts; but  transformation  equipment  owned  by  the  company  whose 
property  is  being  valued  should  be  included  in  the  appraisal.  Camp- 
beU  V.  Hood  River  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

202.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  railway, 
no  allowance  should  be  made  for  property  which  had  been  sold  by  the 
utility  at  a  date  prior  to  the  time  at  which  the  valuation  was  made. 
Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742. 

d.  Property  paid  for  out  of  surplus  earnings, 

203.  Property  paid  for  out  of  earnings  is  as  much  the  property  of  a 
utility  as  though  paid  for  by  new  capital.  Charlesworth  v.  Omro 
Electric  Light  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  1. 

204.  In  arriving  at  the  amount  of  money  actually  invested  in  the 
property  of  a  telephone  plant  by  the  stockholders,  it  is  proper  to 
compute  dividends  that  should  have  been  paid,  where  it  appears  that 
no  dividends  have  actually  been  paid  and  that  the  money  which  would 
jiave  otherwise  been  devoted  to  that  purpose  has  been  used  for  the 
development  and  extension  of  the  plant.  Re  Valparaiso  Teleph.  Co. 
(Neb,)  P.U.Ra915E,  678. 

0.  Property  acquired  laithotU  coat, 

206.  A  water  company  is  entitled  to  have  donated  property  valued  in 
a  proceeding  to  determine  the  value  of  its  property  for  municipal  pur- 
chase.   Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P,U.R.1915C,  433. 

*206.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  municipal  water  plant,  the  Indiana 
Commission  refused  to  make  an  allowance  for  water  services  which  had 
been  paid  for  by  the  consumers.  Apple  ▼.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
661. 

207.  An  allowance  should  be  made  for  service  pipes  in  ascertaining 
the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  a  large  number  of  such  pipes  was  put  in  prior  to  the 
year  1908  under  the  custom  requiring  the  consumer  to  pay  for  them, 
since  the  adjustment  of  any  claims  on  account  of  charges  made  for 
service  connections  in  the  past  is  a  questioo  for  determination  by  the 
courts  rather  than  by  the  Commission.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water 
&  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  446. 

208.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  pipes  and  mains  of  a 
waterworks  company  for  municipal  purchase,  some  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  fact  that  a  number  of  extensions  were  made  at  the  ex- 
pense of  consumers,  and  that  there  is  no  record  of  the  transfer  to  the 
company  of  many  of  such  extensions,  where  the  total  cost  of  such 
untransferred  extensions  would  be  several  hundred  dollars,  although  the 
statement  of  the  cost  of  all  of  such  extensions  would  be  impracticable. 
Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U,R.1915A,  178. 
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/.  Stock  in  other  compmrnffm 

209.  The  stock  owned  by  a  water  company  in  a  mutual  water  com- 
pany which  was  all  located  on  high -line  ditches  for  which  the  use  of 
pumps  was  necessary  was  given  a  valuation  in  a  rate  proceeding  of  $1.25 
per  share,  where  it  appeared  that,  because  of  the  necessity  of  using 
pumps,  an  additional  charge  of  $50  was  made  for  locating  stock  on 
the  high-line  ditches,  and  that  water  could  be  efficiently  obtained  for 
the  water  company's  consumers  only  through  the  high-Une  ditches. 
Corona  v.  Corona  City  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.K.1915A,  782. 

g.  Lands  and  buildings* 

1.  In  general, 

210.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  street  railway  company  for  rate 
making  purposes,  real  estate  used  for  the  railway  business  should  be 
considered.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  r.  Kailroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D, 
192  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

211.  Bricks  for  a  boiler  setting  in  a  power  house  go  with  the  boiler 
and  should  not  be  included  in  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  building. 
M^ek  V.  Consumers*  El^ctrie  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956. 

212.  In  fixing  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  the  property  of  railway 
company  an  allowance,  for  the  value  of  filled  tidelands,  of  the  esti- 
mated value  of  submerged  tidelands  plus  the  entire  expense  of  filling, 
which  was  abnormally  high,  was  held  ample,  where  there  were  only  a 
few  acres  of  filled  land,  and  where  the  Commission  had  allowed  a  value 
of  $2,500  an  acre  for  submerged  tidelands  in  eitcese  of  the  value  claimed 
by  the  company.  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

213.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  the  property  of  a  rail- 
way company  in  the  city  of  Oakland,  California,  the  value  of  sub- 
merged tidelands  not  fronting  on  tidewater  was  fixed  at  $12,500  an 
acre.  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
44. 

2.  Actual  cost  or  present  value  as  measure, 

214.  In  the  valuation  of  the  lands  of  a  water  company  for  municipal 
purchase  the  California  Commission  is  not  limited  to  an  allowance  of 
an  amount  equal  only  to  the  original  cost.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Diet.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

215.  In  the  valuation  of  lands  of  a  water  company  for  municipal 
purchase,  the  proper  inquiry  is  not  what  the  value  of  tjie  property  is  for 
any  particular  use,  but  what  it  is  worth  in  the  market  in  view  ol  its 
adaptability  to  all  reasonable  uses  including  the  catchment  and  storage 
of  water.    Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)'P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

216.  The  basis  of  valuation  of  land  for  rate-making  purposes  is  its 
fair  present  value;  that  is,  not  what  it  might  have  cost,  but  what  it  is 
worth  at  the  date  of  the  valuation.  Meek  v.  Constuners'  Electric  Light 
&  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P,U.R.1916A,  956. 

217.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for 
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mmiioipal  puroliase,  the  oompanj  is  efatitled  to  a  value  for  Ha  waters 
ahed  lands  equal  to  the  fair  value  of  property  of  a  similar  character 
in  the  Ticinity,  although  such  value  is  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  such 
property.    Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  474. 

218.  The  test  for  determining  the  vahie  of  the  real  estate  on  which 
the  plant  is  loeated,  in  valuation  proceedings  for  rate-making  purposes, 
is  what  the  real  estate  is  worth  on  the  n&arket  for  any  legitimate  use  to 
which  it  might  be  put  in  a  competitive  market  with  other  available 
sitea  lor.  that  purpose,  and  not  the  price  that  a  utility  might  be  wilHng 
to  pay  for  a  parcel  of  real  estate  which  it  doea  not  own  and  on  which 
its  plant  might  be  located,  rather  than  to  remove  to  another  location. 
Re  Peru  Heating  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916E,  502. 

219.  The  actual  cost  of  land  upon  which  a  water  utility  was  located, 
together  with  the  cost  of  improvements  ordered  by  the  Commission, 
was  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  amount  upon  which  a  utility  was  entitled 
to  earn  a  return,  where  the  land  was  acquired  without  separate  payment 
for  the  utility  property.    Re  Dell  Segno  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  857. 

8.  Effect  of  lack  of  title, 

220.  It  is  proper  in  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  reproduction  cost 
of  the  real  estate  of  a  railroad  company  to  include  as  part  of  its  land 
a  portion  of  the  right  of  way  occupied  by  it  for  over  five  years  under 
a  claim  of  title  and  the  payment  of  taxes,  although  a  real  estate 
syndicate  also  claims  ownership.  Re  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal 
R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

4.  Aaoertainment  of  cost  or  value. 

(a)  In  general. 

221.  An  estimate  of  the  value  of  watershed  lands  of  a  water  oam- 
pany,  based  upon  an  assumed  daily  flow  of  water  and  upon  a  price 
paid  for  water  under  entirely  different  conditions  in  other  parts  of  the 
state,  can  have  but  little  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  value  of 
such  lands.    Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

222.  An  estimate  of  the  value  of  watershed  lands  based  upon  the  cap- 
italization of  an  assumed  net  annual  income  computed  upon  the  basis 
of  the  difference  between  the  estimated  cost  of  production  and  the 
estimated  wholesale  price  of  water  per  gallon  multiplied  by  the  supposed 
daily  delivery,  is  of  little  assistance  in  determining  the  value  of  such 
land  for  the  purpose  of  condemnation.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  474. 

223.  The  value  of  the  land  of  an  electric  light  and  power  company 
should  not  be  determined  by  capitalizing  the  saving,  due  to  delivering 
coal  in  carload  lots,  over  the  cost  of  hauling  it  in  wagons,  owing  to  the 
.favorable  location  of  the  property  with  reference  to  switching  facilities. 
Meek  v.  Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U:R.1915A,  956. 

224.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  railway  lands,  an  allow- 
ance of  5  per  cent  for  the  cost  of  acquisition  was  held  sufficient  where 
the  lands  were  all  located  within  narrow  compass  in  thickly  populated 
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areas,  and  were  of  relatively  high  value.     Be  San  Francisoo-Oakland 
Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

225.  In  a  valuation  for  municipal  purehase,  the  proper  method  of 
valuing  waterworks  property  in  connection  with  a  project  contemplat- 
ing the  acquiring  of  certain  highway  rights  and  the  construction  of  a 
dam  for  the  storage  of  storm  water  would  seem  to  be  to  follow  the 
usual  rule  in  valuing  the  land,  in  view  of  all  the  uses  in  which  it  may 
reasonably  be  devoted,  including  a  proper  allowance  for  the  construc- 
tion work  actually  performed  and  the  acquisition  of  the  highway  rights. 
Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

(h)  Opinion  evidence* 

226.  Considerable  weight  should  be  given  to  testimony  as  to  the 
value  of  real  estate  by  one  familiar  with  land  values  in  the  locality 
in  which  the  public  service  property  is  located.  Commercial  Club  v. 
Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

227.  The  Commission  is  not  justified  in  accepting  the  value  placed 
upon  land  of  a  public  service  company  by  one  of  its  engineers,  where 
his  conclusions  were  based  solely  upon  consultation  with  certain  real 
estate  men  who  afterwards  testified  under  oath  to  a  much  higher 
value.    Columbia  V.  Watts  Engineering  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915B,  921. 

228.  Opinions  as  to  the  value  of  buildings  based  upon  a  cursory 
examination  and  upon  measurement  and  a  certain  unit  value  per  cubic 
foot  will  not  be  given  as  much  consideration  by  the  Missouri  Conunis- 
sion  as  detailed  estimates  by  its  engineers  based  upon  the  number  of 
bricks  in  the  building,  the  weight  of  steel  in  the  trusses,  the  cubic 
yards  of  concrete,  and  prices  of  labor,  etc.  Commercial  Club  v.  Mis- 
souri Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

(c)   Cost  multiples, 

229.  In  proceedings  to  ascertain  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a 
street  railway  company,  a  multiple  of  1.25  plus  10  per  cent  exp^ises 
was  used  in  ascertaining  the  valuation  of  the  right  of  way,  although 
the  Commission  said  that  the  arbitrary  addition  by  reason  of  apply- 
ing multiple  might  be  deducted  if,  in  any  futiure  case,  the  question  of 
the  value  of  the  property  for  some  particular  purpose  should  become 
relevant.    Re  Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  742. 

230.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  the  lands  of  a  railway 
company,  it  was  held  that  if  multiples  were  to  be  employed,  full  justice 
would  be  done  to  the  company  by  applying  a  multiple  of  1.30  to  Its 
operative  right  of  way  and  a  multiple  of  1.10  to  its  operative  lands 
other  than  right  of  way,  the  base  price  in  each  case  being  the  fair 
market  value  of  adjacent  property  of  similar  character.  Re  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland Terminal  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

h.  Impounded  trater, 

231.  A  water  company  which  has  accumulated  storm  water  in  its 
reservoirs  and  thereby  reduced  them  to  possession  is  the  owner  of  such 
water  as  personal  property,  and  the  company  is  therefore  entitled  to 
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have  it  valuAcl  in  a  prooeeding  to  determine  the  Value  of  its  property 
for  municipal  purchase.    Be  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.B. 
.  1915C,  433. 

I.  Working  oapUal, 

1.  Jn  general, 

282.  The  working  capital  of  a  utility  should  represent  an  average 
sum  which  is  sufficient  and  ample  under  normal  conditions  to  meet  and 
carry  the  obligations  incurred  in  bills  payable  prior  to  a  reimburse- 
ment obtained  from  bills  receivable.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas 
&  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1016F,  235. 

233.  In  a  proceeding  to  ascertain  the  value  of  an  electric  railway, 
the  California  Commission  refused  to  make  any  allowance  for  work- 
ing capital,  although  the  Commission  said  that  a  claim  for  such  an 
allowance  would  receive  attention  in  a  subsequent  proceeding  for  fix- 
ing the  value  of  the  property  of  the  company  as  a  going  concern*  Re 
Petaluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742. 

2.  Expense  chargeable  to  worhing  capital, 

234.  Working  capital  includes  stores  and  supplies.  Public  Service 
Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R. 
I915B,  135. 

235.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility,  an  allowance  may  be 
made  for  material  and  supplies  which  are  necessarily  carried  in  stock 
for  repairs  and  emergencies,  excluding  material,  such  as  eoal,  oil,  and 
coke,  which  are  classed  as  operating  supplies  and  are  included  in  the 
allowance  for  working  capital.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1916F,  235. 

236.  Material  for  new  construction  work  and  similar  items  must  be 
separated  from  purely  operative  supplies  such  as  fuel  and  lubricating 
oil,  in  considering  the  amount  of  supplies  and  material  carried  by  a 
utility  upon  making  an  allowance  *for  working  capital.  Harris  v.  South 
Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

237.  The  cost  price  of  materials  and  supplies  which  an  auto-livery  and 
taxi-cab  company  had  on  hand  at  the  date  of  the  valuation  was  included 
by  the  Commission  in  its  allowance  of  working  capital  in  arriving  at 
the  value  of  the  company's  property,  where  there  was  no  suggestion  tliat 
such  amount  did  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Company  at  that 
time.    Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

238.  A  reasonable  amount  should  be  allowed  for  working  capital  in 
the  valuation  of  a  utility's  property,  which  should  include  the  material 
and  supplies  which  experience  has  shown  to  be  necessary  to  be  kept  on 
hand,  and  enough  cash  to  pay  expenses  until  the  collection  of  revenues 
provides  a  sufficiency.  Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1;  Re 
Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  546. 

239.  A  claim  of  one  half  of  the  amount  of  annual  taxes  as  an  allow- 
ance for  working  capital  was  excluded  by  the  Commission  in  arriving 
at  the  vajue  of  an  auto-livery  and  taxicab  company's  property,  on  the 
ground  that  no  capital  was  necessary  for  taxes  that  were  not  paid  in 
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adrance,  and  that  they  should  be  seemed  from  charges  to  the  income 
account  monthly  for  payment  at  the  end  of  the  fiseAl  year.  Re  Auto 
Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

240.  One  half  of  the  sum  paid  in  advance  by  a  taxicab  company  for 
licenses  was  included  by  the  Commission  in  its  allowance  of  working 
capital  in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the  company's  property,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  company  distributed  this  item  by  charging  an  equal 
portion  thereof  to  expenses  monthly.  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  546;  Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

241.  One  half  of  the  sum  paid  in  advance  by  a  taxicab'  company  for 
Insurance  was  included  by  the  Commission  in  its  allowance  of  working 
capital  in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the  company's  property,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  company  distributed  this  item  by  charging  an  equal 
portion  thereof  to  expenses  monthly.  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  546;  Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

242.  A  claim  by  a  taxicab  company  for  an  allowance  of  working  capi- 
tal on  account  of  the  cost  of  certain  4  per  cent  bonds  deposited  as  se- 
curity for  the  faithful  performance  of  its  contract  with  a  terminal 
company  was  allowed  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the  fair  value 
of  the  company's  property.  Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  546. 

243.  A  claim  for  an  allowance  of  working  capital  on  account  off  aotes 
receivable  was  excluded  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the  value  ol  a 
taxicab  company's  property,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  continuing 
item  and  would  practically  disappear  at  the  end  ol  the  cal^idar  year. 
Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

244.  Only  a  very  small  amount  of  working  capital  ^ould  be  allowed 
as  accounts  receivable  in  the  valuation  of  a  utility's  property,  since  ac- 
counts receivable  at  different  periods  are  offset  by  accounts  payable,  and 
regulations  may  be  made  prescribing  the  time  and  conditions  of  pay- 
ment for  services.    Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  0.)  P,U.R.1»15B,  546. 

8.  Specific  alUyumnoes  far. 

245.  An  allowance  of  $1,900  for  working  capital  is  excessive  where 
the  entire  maintenance  and  operating  expenses  of  the  company  are  only 
slightly  in  excess  of  $6,000  per  year.  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  575. 

246.  In  a  valuation  for  rate  purposes,  an  allowance  of  $1,000  cash 
working  capital  in  addition  to  supplies  already  included  as  current 
assets,  such  allowance  being  approximately  one  twelfth  of  the  yearly 
operating  expenses  of  an  electric  utility,  was  held  sufficient.  Commer- 
cial Club  V.  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  1017. 

247.  An  allowance  of  $50,000  as  working  capital,  in  addition  to  the 
sum  of  $108,649.79  invested  in  stores  and  supplies,  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  where  the  operating  expenses  of  the  company  were  approximate- 
ly $50,000  a  month.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v. 
Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

248.  The  sum  of  $10,000  for  working  capital  was  included  by  the 
Commission  in  the  valuation  of  a  gas*  company's  property  for  capitali- 
zation purposes,  where  the  total  value  fixed  was  $160,240.  Re  Ocean 
County  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  601. 
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249.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility  an  allowance  of  $9,000 
was  held  sufficient  working  capital  for  payment  of  pay  rolls,  purchase 
of  operating  supplies  exclusive  of  materials  retained  for  repairs  and 
renewals,  and  to  provide  for  extraordinary  contingencies,  the  fair  value 
of  all  property  being  fixed  at  $265,000.  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County 
Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  235. 

250.  Working  capital  to  the  amoimt  of  $1,954,  in  addition  to  stores 
and  supplies  on  hand  of  the  value  of  $1,046,  was  included  in  the  esti- 
mated cost  of  reproduction  new  of  the  property  of  an  electric  company 
used  or  useful  in  the  public  service,  which  was  found  to  be  $84,272. 
Campbell  v.  Hood  Kiver  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

251.  The  total  amount  of  working  capital,  stores,  and  supplies,  rea- 
sonably necessary  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  an  electric  company's 
business,  was  found  to  be  $9,007,  where  the  cost  of  reproduction  of  the 
property  used  and  useful  in  the  public  service  was  fixed  at  $177>217. 
Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  855. 

252.  The  sum  of  $8,670.74,  including  $3,286.44  for  stores  and  sup-  ^ 
plies,  was  held  a  sufficient  allowance  of  working  capital  for  an  electric 
railway  and  light  company,  the  value  of  whose  physical  property  was 
placed  by  the  Commission,  at  $107,686.04,  in  a  valuation  to  determine 

the  amount  of  securities  to  be  issued.    Re  Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light  Co. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1915B,  416. 

253.  In  valuing  an  electric  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  the  sum 
of  $6,500  was  held  to  be  ample  for  working  capital,  where  it  appeared 
that  accounts  receivable  averaged  $3,000  per  month  in  excess  of  ac- 
countt  payable,  that  operating  expenses  were  $2,700  per  month,  and 
giving  due  ootisideration  of  the  necessary  amount  of  operative  nm- 
terials  and  supplies  and  of  the  bank  account.  Harris  v.  South  Side 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  <Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

264.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  lighting  company  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  the  Commission  in  fixing  the  allowance  for  working 
capital  eliminated  from  the  amount  of  $150,328.79  invested  in  stores  and 
supplies,  the  sum  of  $41,679  invested  in  lamps,  goods,  and  appliances. 
Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co. 
(Wash.)   P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

256.  A  taxicab  company  the  present  value  of  whose  property  was 
found  to  be  $8,989  was  allowed  a  working  capital  of  $700,  consisting  of 
materials  and  supplies  $100,  prepared  insurance  $75,  prepaid  licenses 
$25,  and  cash  $500.    Re  Barnett  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.K.1915E,  6. 

256.  The  sum  of  $4,000  as  cash  in  hand  to  meet  the  regular  expense 
payments  of  an  auto-livery  and  taxicab  company  was  held  sufficient  by 
the  Commission  in  making  an  allowance  for  working  capital  in  arriving 
at  the  value  of  the  company's  property  in  view  of  the  experience  of 
similar  companies.    Re  Auto  Livery  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

257.  One  twelfth  of  the  gross  annual  income  of  a  telephone  company       \  /^ 
was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  allowance  for  working  capital,  in  valuing 

its   property    for   rate-making   purposes.      Re    Southwestern    Teleg.    & 
Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  1087. 

258.  An  allowance  of  6  per  cent  on  the  capital  obligations  of  a  tele- 
phone company  for  working  capital  is  not  excessive.  Marquis  v.  Polk 
County  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  140. 
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259.  A  new  telephone  company  expecting  to  commence  operation  with 
a  list  of  not  less  than  195  subscribers  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  an 
allowance  for  working  capital  of  not  less  than  $500.  Re  People's  Teleph. 
Co.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  160. 

260.  Working  capital  to  the  amount  of  $800  was  allowed  in  valu- 
ation of  a  consolidated  telephone  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  where 

^^      the  present  value  of  the  plant  was  found  to  be  $16,800.     Re  Western 
Teleph.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.19I5F,  290. 

261.  In  the  valuation  of  a  municipal  water  plant  the^  Indiana  Com- 
mission made  an  allowance  of  $1,200  as  a  reasonable  and  sufficient 
amount  for  working  capital,  where  it  appeared  that  the  total  operat- 
ing expenses  for  the  first  six  months  of  a  year  amounted  to  $5,088.73. 
Apple  V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

262.  Funds  necessarily  kept  out  of  use  for  working  capital  are  prop- 
erly included  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  for 
rate-making  purposes,  but  where  the  cash  balance  of  the  company  was 
$43.20  on  January  1,  1914,  $91.90  on  January  1,  1915,  and  $899.25  on 
June  16,  1916,  it  was  held  that  the  sum  of  $3,000  was  in  excess  of  the 
average  working  capital  withheld  from  use  by  the  company.  Re  Hay- 
ward  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 

VJ.  Valuation  of  particular  Icinds  of  intangible  property, 

a.  Oood  trill. 

263.  The  element  of  "good  will"  should  not  be  capitalized  in  a  rate- 
making  valuation,  since  such  a  procedure  would  have  the  inconsistent 
result  of  charging  customers  higher  rates  because  of  their  very  patron- 
age.   Re  Terminal  Taxicab  Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  646. 

b.  Going  value. 

1.  In  generaU 

264.  The  going  value  of  a  utility  is  that  part  of  its  value  due  to  its 
having  an  existing  established  business.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  162  N.  W. 
859). 

265.  The  cost  of  attaching  the  business  may  properly  be  denominated 
"going  value."  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  481. 

266.  Going  value  may  be  said  to  be  the  cost  of  building  up  a  busi- 
ness. Leavenworth  v..  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.) 
P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

267.  Going  cost  should  be  understood  to  mean  the  cost  of  placing  the 
operation  of  the  property  of  a  public  utility  on  a  paying  basis,  and 
as  being  made  up  of  the  difference  between  the  gross  earnings  derived 
from  the  operation  of  the  property  and  the  cost  of  operating  the  same, 
such  cost  including  operating  expenses,  taxes,  depreciation,  safeguard- 
ing the  investment,  return  on  investment,  together  with  interest  on 
deficit  from  operation,  figured  cumulatively  Camara  de  Comercio  v. 
Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (P.  L)  P.U.R.1916D,  977. 
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2.  Allaufance  of, 

(a)  In  generals 

268.  An  allowance  for  the  going  value  of  a  utility  may  be  included  in 
the  total  valuation  without  making  a  separate  finding  as  to  the  going 
value.    Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  768. 

269.  Some  additions  should  be  made  to  the  physical,  tangible  value 
for  intangible  value  as  a  ''going  concern,"  in  a  valuation  for  rate- 
making  purposes.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft.  L.  Water  Co. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

270.  An  allowance  for  going  value  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  of 
a  public  service  company  for  rate-making  purposes  will  not  be  made 
in  addition  to  an  allowance  for  development  cost.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.UJ1.1915B, 
135. 

271.  Even  if  a  city  could  condemn  the  franchise  of  a  utility  apart 
from  the  other  property,  it  must  pay  to  the  company  the  difference  in 
value  of  the  property  including  the  franchise,  before  and  after  taking 
the  franchise,  and  including  the  so-called  going  value.  Neenah  v. 
Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  372. 

272.  The  going  value  of  a  gas  utility  should  be  allowed  in  valuing  its 
property  for  rate>making  purposes,  to  the  extent  that  it  represents  the 
fair  present  value  of  all  the  elements  of  its  intangible  property,  includ- 
ing the  right  under  its  franchise  to  use  its  property  for  the  purposes 
of  its  incorporation  and  in  the  public  streets  where  it  is  locally  author- 
ized to  go,  but  excluding  the  commercial  valu^  of  the  franchise.  Public 
Service  Gas  Go.  v.  Public  Utility  Commission,  P.U.R.1915E,  251  (8.  C. 
—  K.  J.  —,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  94  Atl.  634) . 

273.  The  "going  value"  of  a  long  established  and  successful  gas  com- 
pany was  sufficiently  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  value  of  the 
company's  property  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  reasonableness  of  gas 
rates  fixed  by  municipal  ordinance,  where  the  valuation  was  based  upon 
a  plant  in  actual  and  successful  operation,  and  overhead  charges  were 
allowed  for  promotion,  organization,  and  development  expenses.  Des 
Moines  Ga«  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  P.U.R.1915D,  677  (S.  C.  238  U.  S. 
163,  69  L.  ed.  1244,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811,  modifying  199  Fed.  204). 

274.  A  claim  for  the  allowance  as  going  value  of  a  sum  for  the  value 
of  services  rendered  by  an  officer  of  an  auto-livery  company,  for  which 
no  salary  was  paid,  was  excluded  by  the  Commission  in  arriving  at  the 
value  of  the  company's  property,  where  it  appeared  that  the  company 
having  but  a  nominal  cash  capital,  the  acquisition  of  its  property  re- 
sulted solely  from  the  services  of  ibe  officer,  and  that  therefore  their 
value  was  represented  by  the  value  of  the  property.  Re  Auto  Livery 
Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1. 

276.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  for  munici- 
pal purchase,  the  Commission  refused  to  make  any  allowance  for  de- 
velopment cost,  where,  although  an  accumulated  deficit  of  a  large 
amount  was  shown  by  the  company's  computation,  an  independent 
computation  of  the  Commission's  engineers  showed  that  the  surplus  and 
diBilicits  had  shifted  alternately  from  year  to  year,  and  that  withoulf 
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interest,  the  deficits  were  actually  exceeded  by  the  surplus,  and  where 
a  strict  determination  of  the  actual  conditions  would  require  a  care* 
ful  inspection  of  the  book  entries  which  generally  showed  items  in 
the  operating  account  when  they  properly  should  have  been  included 
in  capital.    Re  Redondo  Beach  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  429. 

276.  The  rejection  of  the  item  of  going  concern  value  by  the  Com- 
mission's engineer  in  an  appraisal  of  a  water  company's  plant  for 
rate  fixing  purposes  was  approved.  Corona  v.  Corona  City  Water  Co. 
(Cal.)  P.U.I1.1915A,  782. 

277.  A  A^^aterworks  company  is  not  prejudiced  by  the  valuation  of 
its  property  on  the  theory  that  an  insufficient  amount  was  allowed  for 
going  value,  whfere  the  Commission  either  allowed  the  sum  of  $54,000 
for  reproduction  cost  of  paving  over  mains  not  disturbed  and  about 
$14,00^  for  going  value,  or  else  disregarded  the  item  of  paving  and 
allowed  $68,600  for  going  Value,  since  if  the  Commission  erred  in  allow- 
ing only  $14,000  for  going  value,  the  error  was  cured  by  the  allow- 
ance of  $54,000  for  paving.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  V.  Ilailroad  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1916D,  386  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  ~,  162  N.  W.  859). 

(b)  Where  utility  is  operated  at  a  toss, 

278.  A  public  utility  operated  at  a  loss  cor  with  a  oonsparatively 
small  business  established  is  entitled  to  only  a  minimum  allowanee 
for  "going  value."  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Pt.  L.  Water  Co. 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  611. 

279.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  oonpflBy  lor 
municipal  purchase,  the  Commission  refused  to  make  any  allowance 
for  going  value,  where  the  system  whidi  was  laid  out  as  a  part  of  al 
land  scheme  was  over  twenty-five  years  oM,  where  a  tnodem  'system 
would  require  changes  in  pipe  sizes,  and  where  the  physical  valuation 
of  the  Commission's  engineers  had  not  been  redueed  on  account  of  ob- 
solescence.   Re  Redondo  Beach  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  429. 

280.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  lor 
municipal  purchase,  the  going  oonoem  value,  in  addition  to  the  vahi* 
of  its  physical  properties,  cannot  be  large  where  the  company  has  never 
received  a  revenue  EOiffici^t  to  yield  a  fair  return  on  the  value  of 
its  physical  property,  and,  under  such  circumstances,  the  California 
Commission  will  make  such  allowanee  as  seems  fair  from  all  the  evi- 
dence by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  the  company's  property  is  being  taken 
as  a  going-business  concern.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist,  (Cal.) 
P.U.R.1915C,  474. 

(o)  Plant  e^naider^  aa  going  concertt, 

281.  In  fixing  the  value  of  a  water  system  for  municipal  purchase,  it 
must  be  considered  as  a  going  concern,  although  no  evidence  is  sub- 
mitted as  to  what  sum  should  be  allowed,  and  it  is  operating  at  a  loss^ 
Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  768. 

282.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  for 
rate-making  purposes,  the  property  was  valued  as  a  going  concern* 
but  no  separate  allowance  was  made  for  going  value.  Re  Hi^ward 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 
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283.  In  fixing  the  value  of  the  properfy  <l  a  waterworks  company  for 
municipal  purchase,  the  property  of  the  ccnnpany  must  be  valued  as 
a  whole,  as  a  going  concern.  Be  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.) 
P.trjR.1915C,  474. 

284.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  wa^r  company  for  munic- 
ipal purchase^  a  separate  value  should  not  be  assigned  to  the  going 
concern,  but  this  element  of  value,  so  far  as  it  cuts,  should  be  con* 
sidered  as  enhancing  the  value  ai  the  utility's  tangible  property.  Re 
Marin  Municipal  Water  Diet.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

285.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  tendii^  to  show  that  expense  has 
been  incurred  in  building  up  the  business,  no  separate  allowance  should 
be  made  on  accoimt  of  the  plant  being  a  going  concern  in  ascertaining 
its  value  for  rate-making  purposes,  but  that  fact  should  be  considered 
in  estimating  the  value  of  the  physical  property  and  assets.  Murray  v. 
Piddle  Utilities  Commisaiom  P.U.B.1915P,  436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603,  150 
Pac.  47). 

285a.  No  separate  allowance  was  made  for  going  value  in  fixing  the 
value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes,  but  the  fact  that 
the  plant  was  a  going  concern,  in  actual,  successful  operation  was  taken 
in  consideration  in  fixing  the  value  of  the  property  of  tihe  company. 
Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.I915F,  446. 

286.  In  a  valuation  for  rate  purposes,  the  Missouri  Conunisaion  will 
not  attempt  to  fix  a  separate  and  distinct  sum  for  going  value  or  in- 
tangible value,  but  will  take  into  account  the  fact  that  the  plant  was 
in  successful  operation  as  a  going  concern.  Commercial  Club  v.  Mis- 
souri Public  Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U3.1^1AC>  1017. 

287.  The  Commission,  valuing  the  property  of  an  electric  light  and 
power  company  for  rate-makii^  purposeit  clid  not  attempt  to  fix  a 
separate  and  distinct  allowance  for  going  value,  but  took  into  account 

,  the  f a<^  that  the  ^lant  was  in  successful  operation  as  a  going  concern, 
where  tliere  was  no  stitisfaetory  evidence  as  to  the  cost  of  establishing 
the  business,  stnd  where  it  appeared  that  the  company  had  paid  to  the 
holder  of  its  stock  and  bonds  large  amounts  in  dividends  and  interest. 
Meek  v.  Consumers  B)et«tnc  Light  k  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  95B. 

288.  The  electrical  property  of  a  public  utility  was  valued  as  a  going 
cODoem.  PubHe  Service  CommlsBion  v.  Pacific  Power  k  Light  Co. 
(Wash.)  P.U.R.191fiA,  88. 

289.  The  value  to  be  fix^d  'by  the  Commission  upon  the  purchase  of 
the  property  of  a  Wtiterwo^ks  company  by  a  municipality  under  an 
indeterminate  permit  must  be  the  value  of  the  going  concern,  and  not 
the  value  of  the  physical  plant  as  an  entfrety  distinct  from  the  busi- 
ness in  which  the  company  is  engaged.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJL1916A,  178. 

|a>  Speeifh^  aUintances. 

290.  An  allowance  of  20  per  cent  of  the  actual  Investment,  with  ,aa 
overhead  allowance  of  15  per  cent  included  in  the  investment*  will  Bot 
be  made  for  goiqg  value  where  there  is  nothing  in  evidence  with  ref- 
erence jto  the  valuation  of  the  particular  property  that  warrants  it.  Re 
Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

P.U.R.  Dig.— 38. 
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291.  An  addition  to  the  physical  plant  of  a  water  company  of  7}  per 
cent  for  "going  value"  was  held  to  be  liberal  in  view  of  the  particular 
circumstances  that  the  water  plant,  imder  valuation,  had  been  in  oper- 
ation for  nearly  a  third  of  a  century,  enjoying  a  monopoly  in  its  terri- 
tory, and  served  not  to  exceed  one  fourth  of  the  water  users,  at  ex- 
orbitant prices,  with  an  average  net  profit  of  only  slightly  over  $3,006 
per  year  upon  a  claimed  valuation  of  over  $800,000,  or  an  ascertained 
valuation  of  about  half  a  million.  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City 
&  Ft.  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1916B,  611. 

292.  In  the  valuation  of  an  electric  and  street  railway  company's 
property  the  physical  value  of  which  was  fixed  at  $239,860.60,  the  sum 
of  $15,000  was  held  to  be  a  liberal  allowance  for  going  value,  under 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
V.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481. 

293.  In  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  rates  for  hot- water  heating 
service  rendered  by  a  plant  valued  at  $42,454,  an  allowance  of  $7,546  was 
added  for  going  value  and  working  capital.  Re  Peru  Heating  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.19J5E,  502. 

294.  An  allowance  of  $1,594,096  was  made  for  development  cost  in 
the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  lighting  company  for  rate-making 
purposes.  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Light- 
ing (Do.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B,  136. 

8,  How  determined* 

(a)  Early  losses. 

(X)  In  general, 

295.  The  net  amount  by  which  a  utility  has  failed  to  yield  a  reason- 
able return  on  the  investment  in  its  properties  from  its  organiisation  to 
date  should  not  be  capitalized.  Re  Terminal  Taxioab  Co.  (D.  a)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  646. 

296.  An  allowance  for  development  cost  was  included  in  an  estimats 
of  the  cost  to  reproduce  new  of  the  property  of  an  electric  company  in 
a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  as  representing  a  normal  shortage 
in  return  upon  the  investment  represented  by  the  reproduction  cost  new 
of  the  plant,  until  the  utility's  business  had  been  put  upon  the  same 
basis  as  at  the  time  of  the  valuation,  where  the  preoise  amount  could 
not  be  found  as  a  separate  item  in  the  estimate  of  the  original  cost  of 
the  business.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  4  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.B.1915D, 
855. 

297.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  reproduction  new  of  the  property  erf  art 
electric  company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes  an  allowance 
was  made  of  an  estimated  amount  to  oover  the  shortage  of  return  upon 
the  investment  after  the  completion  of  the  plant  and  until  its  business 
would  normally  be  as  fully  developed  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  valua- 
tion.   Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Or.)  P.tJ.R.1915D,  855. 

298.  In  estimating  the  accumulated  gains  or  losses  of  a  public-service 
company  in  order  to  determine  the  allowance  which  should  be  made 
for  going  value  in  a  valuation  for  municipal  pirrcbase,  it  is  unnecessary 
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to  include  depreciation  in  the  computation,  where  the  allowance  there- 
for is  already  included  among  the  operating  expenses.  Re  Janes- 
ville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

299.  In  determining  the  accumulated  losses  incurred  in  building  up 
the  business  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  which  should  be 
allowed  for  going  value  of  a  waterworks  plant  to  be  taken  over  by  a 
city,  it  was  held  that  an  allowance  of  $2,000  per  year  for  officer's 
salaries  should  have  been  included  under  operating  expenses,  as  con- 
stituting a  reasonable  charge  against  the  cost  of  building  up  the  busi- 
ness.   Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178. 

300.  The  going  value  of  a  utility  is  to  be  determined  only  on  a  basis 
of  off-setting  annually  against  actual  gross  earnings  all  bona  fide 
operating  expenses,  including  repairs,  maintenance,  taxes,  reasonable 
annual  depreciation  charge,  and  a  fair  return  on  the  investment,  dur- 
ing all  the  years  since  the  inception  of  the  utility,  provided  the  project 
is  properly  conceived  and  an  undue  period  has  not  been  required  to 
develop  the  business  on  a  paying  basis,  the  amount  of  excess  of  annual 
deficits  over  surluses  at  the  time  of  the  valuation  being  capitalizable 
as  "going  value."  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.) 
P.U.R.1915F,  235. 

301.  An  allowance  of  $20,000  for  development  cost  was  allowed  in 
the  valuation  of  a  water  company  where  it  appeared  that  the  company 
had  not  earned  enough  in  the  past  to  wipe  out  the  original  cost  of 
developing  the  business,  and  that  under  the  present  conditions  it  would 
cost  a  considerable  sum  to  reproduce  the  business  as  it  stands.  Beloit 
V.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005. 

302.  In  determining  the  original  cost  of  the  property  of  a  hydro- 
electric company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  no  account 
was  taken  of  the  development  cost  or  of  shortage  of  return  upon  the 
investment  during  the  pioneering  stages  of  the  enterprise,  where  the 
records  of  the  company  did  not  permit  such  an  estimate  to  be  made  with 
accuracy.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D, 
855. 

303.  The  Commission  is  not  justified  in  accepting  conclusions  as  to 
the  cost  of  building  up  the  business  of  a  public-service  corporation  based 
upon  data  reported  by  the  company,  not  substantiated  by  a  careful 
audit  of  its  records.    Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  178. 

(2)   Where  losses  have  been  met  out  of  earnings, 

304.  In  determining  an  allowance  for  a  going  value  in  valuing  the 
property  of  an  electric  utility  for  rate-making  purposes,  consideration 
was  given  to  the  fact  that  all  direct  costs  of  establishing  the  plant  as 
a  going  concern  were  met  in  current  operating  expenses,  and  that  all 
other  expenses,  or  possible  losses  of  revenue,  were  more  than  returned 
in  profits  resulting  from  unregulated  operation  prior  to  the  purchase  of 
the  property  by  the  present  owner.  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747. 

304a.  An  allowance  will  not  be  made  tia  represent  losses  in  the  cre- 
ation of  a  portion  of  the  company's  business  in  a  valuation  for  rate 
purposes,  where  such  losses  have  been  more  than  repaid  from  earn- 
ings.   Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  575. 
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(h)  Co&$  of  development 

305.  The  Missouri  Commission  will  not  apply  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion theory  so  far  as  to  allow  for  theoretical  expenditures  for  adver- 
tising, for  soliciting  telephone  subscribers,  and  for  cost  of  development 
of  the  business,  where  the  books  and  records  of  the  company  show 

A  that  no  such  expenditures  were  actually  made;  but  will  take  into  ac- 
count the  fact  that  the  company  was  in  successful  operation  as  a  going 
concern  in  fixing  its  fair  present  value  for  rate-making  purposes.  Simms 
V.  CJolumbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

306.  In  fixing  the  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  every  effort 
honestly  put  forth,  every  dollar  properly  expended,  and  every  obliga- 
tion legitimately  incurred  in  the  establishment  of  or  in  the  building 
up  of  a  public  utility  business  should  be  taken  into  consideration.  Apple 
V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

307.  The  fact  that  expenditures  must  have  been  made  in  developing 
the  business  of  a  public  utility  is  an  element  of  value  for  rate-making 
purposes,  although  no  data  of  original  cost  of  expenditures  were  avail- 
able.   Bend  v.  Bend  Water,  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  913. 

308.  Losses  incurred  in  the  development  of  the  business  of  a  public 
service  corporation  to  the  extent  that  they  are  due  to  the  voluntary, 
improvident,  and  unnecessary  action  of  the  owners  in  the  prosecution 
of  reckless  competition,  cannot  be  capitalized  as  a  development  cost, 
since  such  wasteful  expenditures  represent  nothing  of  value,  and  add 
nothing  to  the  usefulness  of  the  utility's  physical  plant.  Campbell 
V.  Hood  River  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  865. 

309.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  telephone  company  for  rate-making 
purposes,  consideration  was  given  to  the  expense  accrued  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  business,  in  addition  to  the  reproduction  cost  new.  Re  West- 
ern Teleph.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  290. 

310.  An  investment  of  an  electric  company  in  a  fan  and  motor  ex- 
change was  excluded  as  a  separate  item  in  the  valuation  of  the  com- 
pany's property  for  rate-making  purposes,  but  was  included  under  the 
head  of  going  value  as  a  legitimate  investment  made  by  the  company 
for  the  purpose  of  retaining  its  fan  customers  at  a  time  when  it  was 
changing  from  direct  to  alternating  current.  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  £.  Co.  v. 
Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  481. 

(o)  Theoretical  or  reprodtiction  cost  of  huHding  up  hu^tnese. 

311.  The  California  Commission  will  not  allow  a  claim  for  organiza- 
tion and  development  costs  supported  only  by  a  highly  theoretical  as- 
sumption of  what  that  cost  might  be  in  the  case  of  a  hypothetical  com- 
parative gas  plant.  Meade  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.RJ915D, 
630. 

312.  The  extent  of  accumulated  losses  actually  incurred  in  building 
up  the  business,  and  the  probable  cost  which  would  have  to  be  incurred  in 
an  equivalent  plant  in  building  up  the  business  to  the  point  of  a  rea- 
sonable return,  are  among  the  more  important  factors  which  must  be 
considered  by  the  Commission  in  determining  the  allowance  which 
should  be  made  for  going  value.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJL 
1915A,  178. 


^ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


VALUATION,  VI.  c,  1.  507 

313.  In  fixing  tile  final  ralne  of  a  public-service  property  for  munici- 
pal purchase,  consideration  may  well  be  given  to  the  probability  that  it 
would  cost  between  5  per  cent  and  15  per  cent  of  the  total  value  of 
the  physical  plant  to  build  up  the  business  of  a  new  utility  under  simi- 
lar conditions,  to  a  point  where  a  reasonable  return  would  be  earned 
upon  the  investment.  Re  Janesville  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
178. 

314.  In  fixing  the  amount  of  the  going  value  of  a  public  service  cor- 
poration, the  actual  cost  of  establishing  the  utility  in  quest ijDU  as 
modified  by  what,  under  all  the  circumstances,  ought  to  have  been  its 
reasonable  cost,  as  well  as  the  reasonable  cost  of  establishing  like  enter- 
prises under  similar  conditions,  may  be  considered.  Oshkosh  Water- 
works Co.  V.  Raflroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  ~  Wis.  — , 
152  N.W.  859). 

(d)   Period  of  development, 

315.  Nothing  was  allowed  for  the  cost  of  developing  the  business  of 
a  gas  corporation,  where  the  company  had  lost  money  continuously 
for  a  period  of  over  forty  years,  since  this  was  deemed  an  imreason- 
able  period  for  development.  Salinas  City  v.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &>  £. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  460. 

316.  If  an  allowance  is  made  for  deficiencies  during  the  early  years 
of  a  public  utility's  operations,  such  allowance  should  not  extend  beyond 
a  reasonable  time  for  building  up  the  business,  if  the  properties  have 
been  planned  and  constructed  with  reasonably  sound  judgment,  in  view 
of  the  locality  in  which  the  business  is  conducted  and  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  surrounding  its  inception  and  prosecution.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dial.  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  433. 

0.  Franchises, 

1,  In  general. 

317.  Franchise  value  cannot  be  considered  as  an  asset  of  a  utility  for 
capitalization  purposes.  Re  North  Yarmouth  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  109. 

318.  The  value  of  the  franchise  of  a  lighting  company  should  not  be 
considered  in  the  valuation  of  its  property  for  rate-making  purposes. 
Public  Serviee  Commission  ex  rel.  Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co. 
(Wash.)  P.U.R.1915B,  135. 

319.  In  the  valuation  of  property  of  a  water  company  for  municipal 
purchase,  a  separate  value  should  not  be  assigned  to  the  franchises, 
but  this  element  of  value,  So  far  as  it  exists,  should  be  considered  as 
enhancing  the  value  of  the  utility's  tangible  property.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

320.  No  allowanoe  was  made  for  a  franchise  acquired  from  a  com- 
petitive company,  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  properties  of  a  tele- 
phone CMnpany  for  rate-making  purposes,  where  it  continued  to  operate 
under  its  own  franchise,  previously  acquired,  and  it  appeared  that  the         V 
franchise  which  was  included  in  a  transfer  of  the  properties  of  the 
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competitor  was  of  no  value  to  the  purchaser.    Corona  v.  Corona  Home 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  1014. 

321.  In  a  proceeding  to  obtain  the  reproductioa  cost  of  a  railway 
company's  property,  an  allowance  will  not  be  made  by  the  California 
Commission  for  the  company's  right  to  lands  upon  which  its  piers  and 
wharves  are  constructed,  on  the  theory  that  such  right  rests  upon  a 
lease  rather  than  a  franchise,  where,  under  the  statutes  of  the  state,  the 
city  from  which  the  right  was  acquired  never  had  the  power  to  convey 
or  even  to  lease  such  lands,  but  merely  possessed  the  power  to  grant  a 
franchise  with  respect  thereto.  He  San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R. 
Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916D,  44. 

322.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  value  of  the  franchise  in 
ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  where 
it  is  not  shown  that  there  is  a  valid  existing  franchise.  Murray  v.  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission,  P.UJ1.1916F,  436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603,  150 
Pac.  47). 

2,  Nonexclusive  franchise. 

323.  The  fact  that  the  charter  right  of  a  gas  utility  to  charge  reasona- 
ble rates  sufficient  to  yield  a  net  profit  of  8  per  cent  on  the  value  of  its 
property  is  a  valuable  property  right  affords  no  ground  for  making  an 
allowance  for  the  commercial  value  of  the  nonexclusive  franchise  in 
ascertaining  the  value  of  the  utility's  property  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Commission,  P.U.R. 
1915E,  251  (S.  C,  —  N.  J.  — ,  L.R.A.—,  — ,  94  Atl.  634). 

3.  Cost  of  obtaining, 

324.  No  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  franchise  of  a  water  com- 
pany in  fixing  the  value  of  the  plant  for  rate-making  purposes  where 
it  appears  there  was  no  cost  to  the  com]>any  on  account  of  its  fran- 
chise, except  that  allowed  in  other  items.  Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water 
&  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

325.  In  ascertaining  the  reproduction  cost  of  an  electric  railway,  no 
allowance  should  be  made  for  the  cost  of  franchises  tinder  which  the 
company  did  not  at  the  present  and  never  had  operated.  Re  Petaluma 
&  S.  R.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  742. 

326.  The  cost  of  a  franchise  should  not  be  added  to  the  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  reproducing  the  property  of  a  public  service  company,  which 
includes  an  allowance  for  legal  and  organization  expenses  and  contingen- 
cies, more  than  sufficient  to  take  care  of  such  charge.  Meek  v.  Con- 
sumers Electric  Light  A  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  966. 

327.  The  expense  of  a  city  election  incurred  by  an  electric  light  and 
power  company,  in  obtaining  its  franchise,  is  allowable  in  the  valuation 
of  the  company's  property  for  rate-making  purposes,  under  a  statute 
which  forbids  the  capitalisation  of  any  franchise,  beyond  the  amount 
actually  paid  to  the  state  or  to  any  political  subdivision  thereof.  Meek 
V.  (Consumers  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  966. 

328.  In  determining  the  value  of  a  franchise  of  a  public  utility  for 
security  issuance  purposes  an  amount  was  allowed  to  cover  the  assumed 
coat  of  obtaining  it,  in  the  absence  of  the  proofs  of  the  sum  actually 
expended.    Re  Raritan  River  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72. 
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329.  In  determining  the  cost  of  the  franchises  of  a  railroad  company, 
no  account  should  he  taken  of  a  reciprocal  grant  hj  the  company  to 
the  city  of  title  to  submerged  lands,  where  the  title  to  such  lands  was 
in  the  state;  nor  should  any  allowance  be  made  on  account  of  the 
benefit  to  the  city  of  having  a  boundary  line  definitely  settled;  nor 
should  any  allowance  be  made  on  the  theory  that  the  city  received  a 
valuable  consideration  in  the  shape  of  an  agreement  by  the  company 
to  construct  valuable  piers,  wharves,  and  docks,  where  the  franchises 
merely  conferred  upon  the  company  the  privilege  of  erecting  such  struc- 
tures, and  did  not  make  it  compulsory  upon  the  company  to  do  so; 
but  a  dedication  by  the  company  to  the  city  of  certain  lands  for  the 
extension  of  streets  is  a  valuable  consideration,  and  should  be  taken 
into  account  on  the  question  of  the  cost  of  the  franchises.  Re  San 
Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Ck).   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915D,  44. 

4.  Value  aa  affected  }>y  rat^s  that  may  be  charged. 

330.  A  franchise  of  a  street  railway  company  has  little  value  aside 
from  the  value  of  the  privilege  to  operate,  where  only  a  reasonable 
rate  may  be  charged.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission, 
P.U.R.1916D,  192  (S.  C.  ~  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 

331.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  gas  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, no  allowance  can  be  made  for  the  commercial  value  of  a  nonexclu- 
sive franchise,  on  the  theory  that  the  utility  has  a  property  right  to  con- 
tinue to  charge  high  rates  which  have  accorded  a  property  value  to  the 
franchise,  as  reflected  in  the  market  value  of  its  securities,  as  a  result 
of  the  failure  of  the  state  to  enforce  its  rights  to  regulate  rates,  since 
such  failure  does  not  preclude  the  state  from  fixing  a  lower  reasonable 
rate.  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Public  Utility  Commission,  P.U.R.1915E, 
251  (S.  C.  —  N.  J.  — ,  L.R.A.~,  — ,  94  Atl.  634) . 

d.  Rights  of  tcay,  easements,  etc* 

832.  The  estimated  cost  of  rights  of  way  included  in  the  inventory  of 
the  property  of  a  telephone  company,  and  based  on  the  cost  of  repro-      ^ 
duction,  should  not  be  allowed  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, where  such  cost  was  not  actually  incurred.     Simms  v.  Columbia 
Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  366. 

333.  In  the  valuation  of  the  rights  of  way  of  a  waterworks  company 
for  municipal  purchase,  the  estimate  should  not  be  based  upon  the  bare 
width  of  the  pipe,  but  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  width 
allowed  for  should  be  as  much  as  10  feet  unless  the  water  company 
actually  owns  an  established  width  of  that  amount  or  more.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.   (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  474. 

334.  In  valuing  property  of  a  street  railway  company,  no  allowance 
will  be  made  for  easements  granted  by  a  land  company  who  platted 
a  large  portion  of  the  city,  where  the  company  could  not  lay  its  rails 
or  operate  its  cars  without  the  consent  of  the  city,  and  such  consent 
had  been  given,  and  the  railroad  was  built  and  operated  in  pursuance 
of  the  franchise,  granted  by  the  city,  for  a  period  of  more  than  twenty 
years.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192 
(8.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887). 
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e.  TFcrter  rights. 

335.  In  valuing  the  electrical  property  of  a  poUie  utility,  allowanoe 
was  made  for  the  value  of  water  rights.  Public  Service  Conunisuon  v. 
Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1916A,  88. 

336.  The  present  market  value  of  the  water  rights  is  a  proper  ele- 
ment to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  aacertaining  the  value  of  a 
water  plant  for  rate-making  purposes.  Murray  v.  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1915F,  436  (S.  C.  27  Idaho,  603, 160  Pac.  47). 

337.  An  allowance  for  the  present  fair  value  of  the  water  rights 
should  be  made  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  a  water  plant  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  regardless  of  the  manner  or  cost  of  acquisition.  Sand- 
point  V.  Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445. 

338.  The  right  of  a  water  utility  not  owning  the  riparian  land  of  a 
natural  live  stream,  to  appropriate  water  from  stream  for  distri- 
bution, was  held  to  have  a  value  which  should  Ue  allowed  in  valuing 
the  system  for  municipal  purchase.  Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
768. 

339.  An  allowance  was  made  of  the  amount  it  must  have  cost  and 
would  cost  to  purchase  the  right  to  appropriate  water  from  a  stream, 
in  valuing  for  municipal  purchase  a  water  system  which  obtained  its 
supply  by  such  appropriation.    Re  Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915P,  768. 

340.  A  water  company  has  no  water  rights  which  should  be  valued 
separately  froift  its  land,  where  its  waters  are  taken  from  not  natural 
stream,  and  are  exclusively  storm  waters;  but  the  company  is  entitled 
to  have  consideration  given  to  the  fact  that  its  land  is  adapted  for 
catchment  and  storage  of  storm  waters.  Re  Marin  Municipal  Water 
Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C^  433. 

341.  In  the  valuation  of  the  lands  of  a  water  company  for  municipal 
purchase,  consideration  should  be  given  to  rights  of  flowage  possessed 
by  the  company,  and  to  rights  to  divert  and  use  the  waters  of  natural 
streams.    Re  Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

342.  In  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a  water  company  for  munici- 
pal purchase,  the  value  of  the  water  rights  was  included  in  the  valuation 
of  the  land,  and  no  separate  allowance  was  made  therefor.  Re  Redondo 
Beach  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  4^9. 

343.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  water  utility,  no  separate  allowance 
will,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  be  made  for  the  value  of  water  rights, 
where  the  allowance  for  the  real  estate  embracing  the  water  site  was 
placed  at  $700  per  acre  beyond  what  it  would  have  been  worth  were  it 
not  water-bearing  land  with  proved  pumping  capacity.  Re  San  Lorenzo 
Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1091. 

344.  In  the  valuation  of  the  water  plant  of  a  municipality,  the  In- 
diana Commission  made  an  allowance  for  certain  water  rights  which  had 
been  procured  by  the  city.    Apple  v.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561. 

345.  No  consideration  can  be  given  to  any  value  of  the  water  right  of 
an  irrigation  utility  in  fixing  its  rates,  where  there  is  no  evidence  from 
which  the  value  can  be  determined  and  there  is  no  way  of  making  a 
comparison  because,  in  the  particular  case,  the  utility  would  not  be  per- 
mitted to  withdraw  the  water  from  its  present  use  and  apply  it  to  any 
other  use.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.) 
P.UJ1.1915F,  718. 
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346.  A  wat^  right  lived  under  a  leaae  of  la»d  should  not  be  ineluded 
in  the  valuation  ol  the  property  elf  an  eleetric  company  for  rate-making 
purposes  as  if  the  title  were  held  in  fee  simple,  the  annual  rental  upon 
aneh  land  under  ike  uniform  ^st^n  of  aeeount  prescribed  by  the  Or^on 
Commission  being  properly  chargeable  to  the  aeoount  ''Miseellaneoue 
Productmn  Supplies  and  Expenses,"  as  part  ol  the  op«*ating  expense 
aeoount  of  the  utility.  Campbell  ▼.  Hood  River  Gas  &  £.  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  866. 

347.  The  Oregon  Commission  will  not  permit  to  be  capitalized,  for 
rate-making  purposes,  the  value  gf  water  power  ri^ts  and  privikgei 
granted  on  revocable  permits  by  the  government,  the  expenses  incident 
to  the  use  of  the  government  land  and  payments  on  account  of  the  use 
permits  being,  under  the  Commission's  olaseification  of  accounts,  prop- 
erly taken  in  as  operating  expenaea.  La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v. 
Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  909. 

348.  In  its  findings  as  to  the  value  of  the  riparian  land  of  a  hydro* 
electric  company  in  a  valuation  for  rate-making  purposes,  the  Oregon 
Oommiseion  made  no  attempt  to  distinguish  between  the  land  itself  and 
the  incidental  and  appurtenant  right  to  niske  use  of  the  stream,  or  to 
state  separate  values  for  each.  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  GkB  k  E,  Co. 
(Or.)  P.U.R.1915D,  855. 

349.  An  allowance  will  not  be  made  for  the  value  of  underground 
water  rights,  on  the  theory  that  a  water  company  whose  property  is 
being  valued  for  rate  purposes  has  by  prescriptive  use  acquired  a  right 
to  the  water  in  addition  to  the  value  of  the  land,  where  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  company  has  used  the  waters  in  ^ich  a  way  as  to  interfere  with 
the  use  of  other  owners,  or  that  it  has  taiken  more  than  its  fair  share 
thereof.  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  VaHey  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJRa»15A, 
676. 

350.  In  valuing  the  property  of  a  water  utility  for  munioipal  pnr* 
chase,  the  value  of  its  right  to  appropriate  water  from  a  stream  can- 
not be  based  upon  the  price  paid  by  the  city  for  another  stream  and 
comparing  the  quantity  of  water  in  each  stream,  taking  into  consider* 
ation  equal  costs  for  transmitting  the  waters,  where  there  has  not  been 
a  sufficient  number  of  measurements  to  determine  the  quantities.  Re 
Santa  Cruz  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  768. 

351.  The  sum  of  $80,000  was  held  to  be  about  the  maximum  value 
fairly  allowable  for  water-power  rights,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
theoretical  saving  over  the  cost  of  producing  the  supply  by  a  steam  plant 
would  be  only  $8,000  per  year,  if  the  water  plant  had  been  equipped  with 
an  auxiliary  steam  plant  necessary  to  produce  a  continuous  supply  of 
power,  and  where  it  also  appeared  that  the  theoretical  estimates  pre- 
supposed the  ability  of  the  company  to  dispose  of  a  large  quantity  of 
power,  and  the  evidence  did  not  demonstrate  the  marketability  of  the 
power  under  those  conditions.  Re  Rhinelander  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1916A,  662. 

/.  Equity  of  redemption. 

362.  The  Wisconsin  statute  does  not  contemplate  £hat,  upon  the  ac- 
quirement of  the  property  of  a  waterworks  company  by  a  municipality. 
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a  mere  equity  of  redemption  shall  be  Tallied  by  the  Commission  and 
purchased  by  the  city,  and  consequently  where  the  compensation  award* 
ed  is  suflScient  to  pay  oflf  all  existing  liens  and  they  are  ripe  for  pay- 
ment, they  must  be  paid  by  the  utility,  and'  the  property  turned  over 
to  the  city  freed  from  any  and  all  outstanding  claims;  and  it  is  im- 
material that,  in  order  to  do  so,  the  company  may  be  required  ta  pay  a 
premium  to  its  bondholders.  Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  ▼.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1915D,  336  (S.  C.  —  Wis.  — ,  162  N.  W.  869). 

VALUE  OF  SERVICE. 

As  factor  to  be  considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rates, 

see  Rates,  90,  96,  97,  2d8a,  268b. 
To  consumers  as  basis  of  reasonabl^iess  of  return,  see  Rates,  71a. 
As  basis  of  ratemaking,  see  Rates,  268a,  268o. 

VALUES. 

See  generally.  Valuation. 

Apportionment  of,  in  case  of  single  utility,  see  Appobtionicbnt,  4| 

11,  23,  28,  29,  32,  34,  36,  40. 
Apportionment  of  value  in  case  of  joint  enterprise,  see  Appobtion- 

MENT,  70-72. 
Loss  of  value  not  dependent  upon  loss  of  efficiency,  see  Deprbgia- 

TION,  7. 
Enhanced  yalue  of  land  as  affecting  rates,  see  Rates,  78. 
Of  property  as  basis  for  computing  return,  see  Rbtubn,  97-113. 
Amount  of  security  isBues*dependent  upon  value  of  property  covered 

by,  see  Sbcubitt  Issues,  121-138. 
Ascertainment  of,  see  Valuation,  19-87. 

VALVES. 

Ownership  of  water  valves,  see  Sebvioe,  168. 

VEGETABLES. 

Rates  on,  see  Rates,  328. 

Railroads  to  furnish  grain  doors  and  bulkheads  for  the  protection 
of,  see  Sebvioe,  277. 

VEHICLES. 

See  also  Automobiles. 

Motor  vehicle  law  not  regulation  of  carriers,  see  Cabbiebs,  1. 

Rates  for,  on  inclined  plane,  see  Discbimination,  121. 

Nature  of  right  of  common  carriage  on^  highways  by  means  of,  see 
Highways  and  Stbeets. 

Power  of  legislature  to  regulate  vehicles  on  highways  or  to  dele- 
gate such  power  of  regulation  to  municipalities,  see  Leois- 
latube,  1. 

Power  of  municipality  to  regulate  and  license,  see  Municxpalities, 
7. 

Ordinances  regulating  a  particular  class  of  vehicles  as  discrimina- 
tory, see  Municipalities,  1. 
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VENTCLATIOK. 

Of  street  cars,  see  Sebviob,  330. 

VERIFIOATIOK. 

Of  complaint,  see  Pleading,  10. 

VERMOHT. 

Statute  of,  relative  to  ownership  of  stock  by  one  corporation  in 
another,  see  Intescobpobate  Relations,  6. 

VE8TIBUUB8. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  vestibules  on  street  cars,  see 

Sebvioe,  8. 
On  street  cars,  see  Seevice,  320,  323,  324. 

TBTEBIKABT  BUHaEOlT. 

Telephone  in  residence  of,  as  business  or  residence  telephone,  see 
Rates,  399. 

VIADTJCT. 

When  street  railway  should  bear  part  of  expense  of,  constructed  for 
purpose  of  separation  of  grade  crossing  formed  by  railroad 
track  and  city  street  used  by  the  railway  company,  see  Appob- 
TIONHENT,  51. 

Ordered  constructed  in  order  to  abolish  grade  crossing,  see  Cboss- 
INGS,  23. 

VOLUME  OF  BTJSIKESS. 

Impropriety  of  including,  in  valuation  of  operating  property  of  rail- 
roads for  tax  purposes,  see  Valuation,  91. 

VOLUITTABT  BATES. 

Presumption  as  to  reasonableness  of  rates  voluntarily  established, 

see  Evidence,  24-27. 
Established  by  several  railroads  not  to  be  changed  in  proceedings 

in  which  all  the  railroads  are  not  parties,  see  Pbocedube,  3. 
Consideration  of,  as  a  basis  for  fixing  rates,  see  Rates,  115,  116, 

128. 
Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  overcome  presumption  of  reasonableness  of, 

see  Rates,  191. 
Increase  of,  denied  after  only  short  time  of  operation,  see  Rates, 

252. 

VOLUHTABT  BERVIOE. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  r^^late,  see  Sbbvici^  14. 

VOTJOHEB8. 

Duty  of  public  service  corporation  to  issue  vouchers  for  payments, 
see  Acooxmrmo,  3. 
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WAGES. 

See  Salaries  and  Wages. 

WACk>NS. 

Consideration  of,  in  valuation  pyooee^ingB,  see  Vax.UATIQH,  158. 

"WAIVER. 

Of  objection  to  admissibility  of  evidence,  see  Appeai*  and  Review,  21. 

Of  lack  of  jurisdiction  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  re- 
pairs of  city  bridge  as  between  street  railway  and  city,  see  Appob- 
TIONMENT,  44. 

Of  jurisdictional  power  of  Maine  Commission  to  apportion  cost  of  re- 
pairs of  city  bridge  as  between  street  railway  and  city,  see  Afpob- 
tionment,  44. 

Of  notice  of  hearing,  waiver  by  appearance,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

1.  A  waiver  of  a  valid  defense  in  favor  o^  flpt  of.  tii9  i^mtiffa  to 
the  action  does  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  uich  defense  in  favor  of  the 
other  parties  to  the  action.  Davis  v.  Watertown  Nat.  Bank,  P.U.R-- 
1916E,  631  (S.  C.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S.  W.  693). 

WAIXS. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  construction  and  maintenance  of  wall 
along  river,  P.U.R.1916F,  Appendix,  1114. 

WALL  TELEPHONES. 

Charge  for  changing  to  desk  telephones,  see  Rates,  470. 

WAREHOUSE  COMMISSIOK. 

See  Commissions. 

W^AREHOUSES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  for  ware- 
houses, P.U.R.1916B,  296;  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by,  see  DrscRniiNATiON,  190. 

Cold  storage  plant  as  a  public  utility,  see  Public  Uttltties,  23,  24. 

Rates  for  storage  of  grain,  see  Rates,  475. 

Return  of  warehouse  company,  see  Return,  204. 

Sale  of  property  and  franchise  used  in  storage  warehouse  and  gen- 
eral merchandise  business  authorized,  see  Security  Issues,  81. 
.  Security  issues  to  rebuild  warehouse  destroyed  by  an  earthquake, 
see  Security  Issues,  111. 

Allowance  of  the  theoretical  warehouse  expense  in  coat  of  reproduc- 
tion, see  Valuation,  87. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  171. 

WARNUfO  SIGN. 

At  crossings,  see  Crossings,  28. 

WASKXKGTOK. 

Adequate  service  as  condition  precedent  to  return  on  investment  un- 
der Washington  statute,  see  Service,  47. 
Effect  of  statute  relative  to  taxation,  see  Valuation,  16. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


WASTE;  WATER,  L  «0« 

WASTE. 

Of  natural  gas  through  distributing  system,  see  Natueal  Ojys,  3, 

4. 
Of  water  ad  prerenting  inorease  of  rates,  8e«  Raiss,  4S4. 
Flat  water  rates  as  permitting,  see  Rates,  408^^)0/ 
Of  water,  see  Sekvicb,  448-445. 
Per  capita  eonsurafption  of  water  denoting,  see  WAnft,  1. 

WATER. 

1.  In  general f  Jt^il* 
11.  Canstr%*cti€n%  and  nuHntenante  of  dams,  19^10. 

J.  In  generai. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  rates  for,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1097. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  servioe  by  water  companies,  P.U^ 
1915F,  Appendix,  1115. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with  certificate  of  convenience  for  water 
Utility,  P.U.R.1915B,  296;  P.U.R.1916E,  847. 

See  also  Ibbioation. 

Accounting  by  water  company,  see  Accounting. 

Accounts  of  municipal  water  plant  to  be  kept  separate,  see  Acoount- 
ING,  23. 

Right  to  review  amount  of  compensation  for  property  of  water  company 
taken,  see  Appeal  and  Review,  3. 

Apportionment  of  expenses,  investment,  costs  and  revenues  of  water 
plant,  see  Appobtiokment,  24-29. 

Apportionment  of  expenses  between  water  And  other  departments  of 
utility,  see  Appostionkent,  32-34. 

Grant  of  certificate  of  public  convenience  to  mimicipality  for  erection  of 
waterworks,  see  Cebtificate  of  Public  Convenience,  1. 

Purchase  by  water  company  of  water  system  of  land  company,  see  Con- 
solidation, Mebgbb  and  Sale,  27. 

Power  of  Commission  to  prescribe  a  charge  to  be  paid  by  the  municipal- 
ity for  water  for  fire  protection  where  the  franchise  ordinance  pro- 
vided for  free  seryice,  see  Constitutional  Law,  40. 

Impairment  of  obKgation  of  contract  to  supply  water  at  specified  rates 
by  order  changing  rates,  see  Coxstitutional  Law,  47,  48. 

Delegation  of  power  to  Commission  to  regulate  water  rates,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  50. 

Abandonment  of  right  to  regulate  water  rates  by  nonuser,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  65. 

Validity  and  enforceability  of  franchise  provision  tb  place  and  maintain 
fire  plugs  at  places  designated  by  municipal  authorities,  see  Con- 
tracts, 2. 

Depreciation  of  water  plant,  see  Depreciation. 

Discrimination  in  rates  by  water  company,  see  Discrimination  general- 
ly, and  particularly,  191,  192. 

Modification  of  order  fixing  terms  for  taking  of  property  of  water  util- 
ity by  city,  see  Municipalities,  2. 

Liability  of  tenant  for  water  furnished  to  premises,  see  Payment,  1, 
66-68. 
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Charge  for  turning  off  and  on,  to  delinquent  consumer,  see  FATXKfX» 

100. 
B<»idholder8  of  waterworks  company  as  necessary  parties  to  proceedings 

to  determine  the  yalue  of  the  company's  property  for  municipal  pur- 
chase, see  Pabtoes,  8. 
Deferring  time  for  establishment  of  new  rate  for,  see  Pjiocbdube,  4. 
Water  companies  constituting  public  utilities,  see  Pubuo  Utilities, 

13-19. 
Individual  supplying,  to  a  limited  number  of  buildings  as  public  utility, 

see  Pubuo  Utilities,  15. 
Effect  on  carriers  of  competition  h^  see  Railboabs,  £. 
Kates  for,  see  Ratbs  generally  and  particularly^  476-529. 
Place  for  keeping  records  of  water  company,  see  Records,  3. 
Refund  on  account  of  excessive  charge,  see  Repabation. 
Return  of  water  company,  see  Return  generally  and  particularly,  205- 

223. 
Allowance  for  salary  of  president  of  water  company  in  fixing  return,  see 

Return,  60. 
Damages  caused  by,  amortization  of  expenses  of,  see  Return,  85,  86. 
Security  issues  by  water  companies,  see  Securttt  Issues. 
Service  by  water  company,  see  Service  generally  and  particularly,  426- 

450. 
Power  of  Commission  to  compel  utility  to  resume  service  to  premises 

within  corporate  limits  of  a  city,  see  Service,  12. 
Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  facilities  for  the  interchange  of 

traffic  between  land  and  water  carriers,  see  Service,  31. 
Liability  of  water  company  for  taxes  assessed  against  property  during 

the  year  in  which  the  property  is  acquired  by  the  municipality,  see 

Taxes  and  Taxation,  1. 
Valuation  of  property  of  water  company,  see  Valuation. 
Valuation  of  impounded  water,  see  Valuation,  231. 

1.  A  iper  capita  consumption  of  water  approximately  1,150  gallons 
per  month  ot  4,600  gallons  for  a  family  of  four  persons  denotes  waste. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v.  Moroici  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
625. 

2.  A  water  plant  is  operated  and  maintained  at  a  high  efficiency 
where  the  total  loss  in  pump  and  line  constitutes  but  5.75  per  cent  of 
the  total  amount  of  water  displaced.  Arizona  Corp.  Commission  v. 
Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  525. 

3.  The  contention  by  a  water  company  that  an  order  of  the  cor- 
porate authorities  that  it  lay  a  water  pipe  on  the  bed  of  a  river  is 
unreasonable  because  such  pipes  would  be  carried  out  by  the  ice,  is 
disproved  by  the  fact  that  a  private  company  maintains  a  line  so  located. 
Marlinton  v.  Marlinton  Service  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915E,  277. 

4.  A  prescriptive  right  to  take  water  from  a  source  used  by  other 
companies  can  extend  only  to  the  amount  pumped  prior  to  the  develop- 
ment and  use  of  water  by  the  other  companies.  Re  San  Lorenzo  Water 
Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1091. 

5.  The  fact  that  a  majority  of  the  lands  bordering  a  lake  used  for 
storage  purposes  by  a  light  and  power  company  are  burdened  with  flow- 
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age  privileges  does  not  impair  the  right  of  the  remaining  lands  to 
protection  from  oYorflow.  Ke  Long  Lake  Improv.  Asso.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  506. 

6.  A  light  and  power  company  was  ordered  to  maintain  the  level 
of  a  lake  used  hy  it  for  the  storage  of  water  between  certain  maximum 
and  minimum  heights,  a  somewhat  greater  maximum  level  being  per- 
mitted for  a  period  of  twenty-foiur  hours  in  times  of  flood ;  it  appearing 
that  the  maximum  variation  in  levels  so  allowed  would  probably  pro- 
vide the  company  with  sufficient  storage  capacity  and  that  the  mainte- 
nance of  such  constant  maximum  and  minimum  levels  would  afford 
protection  to  the  lands  and  structures  bordering  the  lake.  Re  Long 
Lake  Improv.  Asso.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  506. 

7.  The  requirement  of  written  acceptance  within  thirty  days  of  its 
passage,  contained  in  an  ordinance  granted  to  an  aqueduct  company 
to  operate  within  a  borough,  is  waived  where  both  the  borough  and  the 
company  have  acted  upon  the  ordinance  for  over  ten  years.  Glen  Rock 
v.  Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  937. 

8.  An  aqueduct  company,  operating  within  a  borough  under  an  ordi- 
nance which  obligates  it  to  make  extensions  of  its  mains  whenever 
certain  guaranties  are  furnished  it,  cannot  escape  such  obligation  on 
the  ground  that  an  option  to  purchase  its  property  given  to  another 
borough  may  be  exercised  within  so  short  a  time  as  to  render  the  ex- 
tensions unprofitable  to  it,  particularly  where  it  appears  that  the  op- 
tion was  given  prior  to  its  obtaining  passage  of  the  ordinance  in  ques* 
tion.    Glen  Rock  v.  Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  937. 

9.  A  franchise  was  granted  to  a  milling  corporation  under  the  Wis- 
consin water  power  act  of  1913,  to  maintain  a  dam  for  generating  power, 
so  long  as  the  power  generated  did  not  exceed  250  horse  power,  with- 
out requiring  reincorporation  of  the  company  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  requiring  special  incorporation  where  more  than  260  horse  power 
is  developed,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  there  could  consistently  be 
generated  more  than  250  horse  power  of  useful  energy,  nor  that  there 
was  250  theoretical  horse  power  available  with  sufficient  continuity  to 
put  the  site  in  question  in  the  class  of  plants  contemplated  in  the  sec- 
tion of  the  act  requiring  special  incorporation.  Re  New  Richmond 
Roller  Mills  Co,  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  422. 

10.  Where  a  milling  company  had  acquired  a  franchise  by  legis- 
lative enactment  to  construct  its  first  dam  in  excess  of  250  horse  power 
capacity  on  a  certain  river,  and  had  constructed  its  second  dam  before 
the  Wisconsin  water  power  act  of  1913  went  into  effect,  it  was  not  re- 
quired to  reincorporate  under  the  water  power  act  In  order  to  becowe* 
eligible  for  a  franchise  to  maintain  its  second  dam,  even  though  the 
coupling  up  of  the  second  dam  with  the  first  made  a  combined  energy 
in  excess  of  250  horse  power.  Re  New  Richmond  Roller  Mills  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1915A,  422. 

11.  Permission  was  granted  to  individuals  to  incorporate  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Wisconsin  water  power  act,  and  a  franchise  to  the  cor- 
poration was  approved  to  construct  and  operate  a  dam  for  more  than 
260  horse  power  of  energy  at  a  proposed  site  on  a  certain  river,  or  at 
any  other  site  or  location  at  which,  when  such  dam  was  constructed 
and  operated,  there  would  be  no  impairment  of  the  riparian  rights  un- 
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der  the  franchise  of  tmy  grantee  held  either  by  -virtue  of  legisUtiye  eo- 
actment  or  under  the  eo-oalled  Wisconsin  crater  power  act.  Re  Kew 
Richmond  RoUer  Mills  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  422. 

//.  Con&trttc€t(Mit  and  maintenance  of  dmme, 

12.  The  fact  that  the  power  which  would  be  furnished  by  a  single 
high-head  dam  would  exceed  that  which  would  be  produced  by  two  lower- 
head  dams  at  the  peak  period  of  four  hours  per  day  does  not  show 
that  it  is  of  such  superior  efficiency  as  to  warrant  the  destruction  of 
a  lower-head  dam  plant  of  another  petitioner  to  make  room  for  it, 
especially  where  the  lower  dam  is  operated  in  conjunction  with  another 
which  gives  it  a  somewhat  increased  peak  capacity.  Re  New  Richmond 
Roller  Mills  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  422. 

13.  A  dam  may  be  operated  without  a  franchise  for  the  period  of 
six  months  under  the  Wisconsin  water  power  act,  before  it  becomes  a 
public  nuisance.  Re  New  Richmond  Roller  Mills  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  422. 

14.  A  corporation  was  ordered  to  construct  in  its  dam,  incapable 
of  carrying  oft  flood  waters  without  materially  raising  the  river  to  the 
damage  of  property  owners,  a  single  gate  sufficient  for  the  escape  of  such 
waters,  and  to  open  the  same  when  the  river  attained  a  certain  height. 
Re  Regulation  &  Control  of  Level  &  Flow  of  Water  in  Rock  River, 
(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  433. 

15.  A  franchise  permitting  a  public  service  company  to  erect  and 
maintain  a  dam  and  divert  the  waters  of  a  river  for  a  distance  of 
6  miles  should  not  be  granted  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the 
company  will  be  able  to  secure  the  necessary  rights  from  the  riparian 
owners,  by  purchase,  condemnation,  or  otherwise,  within  a  reasonable 
time.    Re  Cameron  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  472. 

16.  A  franchise  to  erect  and  maintain  a  dam  for  the  purpose  of 
developing  water  power  to  the  extent  of  between  2,000  and  2,500  horse 
power  cannot  be  granted  by  the  Commission  under  the  Wisconsin 
statutes,  in  the  absence  of  a  finding  of  fact  based  upon  :sufflcient  evi- 
dence that  the  application  has  for  one  of  its  purposes  the  improvement 
of  navigation,  and  that  the  granting  of  such  franchise  will,  in  fact, 
result  in  such  improvement.  Re  Cameron  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  472. 

17.  The  Wisconsin  Commission,  in  fixing  the  height  of  water  in  a 
dam  constructed  and  operated  by  a  utility  for  reservoir  purposes  at 
the  outlet  of  a  lake,  may  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
height  and  variation  in  levels  demanded  by  the  utility  will,  by  flowage, 
so  injure  the  most  valuable  property  in  the  community,  large  in  acreage 
and  not  shown  to  be  subject  to  overflow,  as  to  affect  the  public  welfare, 
and  as  not  to  justify  the  utility's  arbitrary  exercise  of  its  right  to 
condemn  the  overflowed  land,  and  the  Commission  may  &3i  a  less  height 
and  variation,  under  statutes  (Laws  1911,  chap.  640;  Laws  1915,  chap. 
380)  authorizing  the  construction  of  the  dam  and  acquisition  by  emi- 
nent domain  of  riparian  land,  subject  to  the  Comqussion's  approval  of 
the  plan,  after  appraisal  of  the  land  to  be  overflowed,  and  its  right  to 
r  gulate  and  control  the  level  and  flow  of  such  water.  Re  Chippewa  & 
F.  Improv.  Co.  (Wis.)  PU.R.1915F,  19. 
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WATER  CARRIERS— WELFARE.  «0d 

18.  The  Wisconsin  Commission,  in  fixing  the  height  of  water  in  a 
dam  constructed  and  operated  by  a  utility  for  reservoir  purposes  at 
the  outlet  of  a  lake,  may  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
excess  height  and  variation  in,  levels  demanded  by  the  utility  will 
injuriously  affect  the  fishing  rights  of  summer  resort  owners  of  the 
riparian  land,  althou^  such  injury  is  not  to  be  given  a  contrc^ling 
effect.    Re  Chippewa  &  F.  Improv.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  19. 

19.  The  height  of  water  in  a  dam  constructed  and.  operated  by  a 
utility  at  the  outlet  of  a  lake  for  reservoir  purposes  was  fixed  at 
maximum  and  minimum  heights,  when  the  surface  is  not  covered  with 
ice,  of  respectively  8  feet  6  inches  and  5  feet  above  the  floor  of  the 
flume  of  the  dam,  rather  than  at  the  maximum  and  minimum  hv^ights 
of  10  feet  and  zero  demanded  by  the  utility,  where  the  greater  height 
and  variations  in  levels  would  destroy  the  shore  line  and  property 
around  the  lake,  interfere  with  navigation,  and  injure  the  fish.  Re 
Chippewa  &  F.  Improv.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.UJ1.1015F,  19. 

WATER  0ABRIER8. 

Power  of  state  to  regulate  commerce  on  high  seas,  see  Interstate 

COMMEBCE,  4. 
Right  of,  to  bring  proceedings  to  compel   railroad  to   establish 
through  route  and  joint  rates,  see  Pabties,  6. 

WATER  POWER. 

Security    issues   for   payment   of   undeveloped   water    power,    see 
Security  Issues,  68. 

WATER  PUMPS. 

Depreciation  of,  see  Deprbciatioit,  89. 

WATER  RIGHTS. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  determine  ezistenee  or  nonexiBtence 

of,  see  Commissions,  45. 
Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  166,  336-351. 

WATERSHED  ULWD. 

Valuation  of,  see  Valuation,  214. 

WEAR  AHD  TEAR. 

As  an  element  of  depreciation,  see  Dbprechation,  4. 

WEAROIG  VAI.UE. 

To  be  considered  in  fixing  rate  of  depreciaticm,  see  Depreciation, 
29. 

WEATHER. 

Conservation  of  natural  gas  during  cold  weather,  see  Rates,  258e. 

WEIiFARE. 

See  Public  Good. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 39. 
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610  WELFARE  BUILDINGS— WIRES  AND  CABLES. 

WELFARE  BUUiDINGS. 

Issuance  of  stock  by  electric  utility  for  construction  of,  see  SscfU- 
BITY  ISSXJES,  39. 

WEST  VntOINIA. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  rates  of  natural  gas  company  irre- 
spective of  rates  and  terms  of  company's  franchise,  see  Con- 
stitutional Law,  46. 

Contruction  of  statutes  regulating  public  service  corporations,  see 
Rates,  28,  29. 

Remedy  of  consumer  where  water  company  refuses  to  perf(Mrm  rea^ 
Bonable  service,  see  Rbmedt. 

WHARVES. 

Charge  for  driving  on,  see  Rates,  526. 

Refund  of  wharfage  charges,  see  Rbpasation,  14. 

WHOLESALE. 

Suburban  traffic  as,  see  Disobimination,  127. 

WHOLESALE  ELECTRIC  COMPANIES. 

Conditions  imposed  on  authorized  merger  with  retail  0(»npaniefl,  see 
Consolidation,  Meboeb,  and  Sale,  31. 

WIFE. 

Action  by  husband  in  behalf  of,  see  Pabties,  3. 

WINTER. 

Change  of  railway  service  during,  see  Service,  261,  262. 

WIRES  AND  CABLES. 

Abstract  of  cases  dealing  with,  P.U.R.1915F,  Appendix,  1116. 

Method  of  apportioning  values  in  gas  and  transmission  lines,  see 
Apportionment,  11. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  order  removal  of  high  tension  trans- 
mission line  from  vicinity  of  telephone  line  of  eaiiier  con- 
struction, see  Commissions,  23. 

Insulation  of  high  tension  transmission  lines,  see  Electbicitt,  5. 

Approval  of  system  of  marking  poles  supporting,  see  Poles,  1. 

Interference  by  high  voKage  automatic  railroad  system  with 
grounded  telephone  system,  see  Railroads,  12. 

Cost  of  removing  from  street  to  alleys,  as  opiating  expense,  see 
Return,  49. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  require  relocation  of  telephone  wires 
because  of  construction  of  high -voltage  system,  see  Service,  39. 

Telephone  company  ordered  to  substitute  No.  9  for  No.  12  wire^ 
see  Service,  368. 

1.  Crossing  of  telephone  lines  by  high  tension  transmission  wires 
should  be  made  to  conform  to  the  Commission's  standards.  Olney  ▼. 
Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.   (111.)   P.U.R.1916B,  212. 

2.  The  construction  of  pole,  wire,  and  cable  lines  of  telegraph. 
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telephone,  signal,  electric  power,  and  other  circuits  of  similar  character 
in  the  state  of  Idaho,  is  governed  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Commission  promulgated  in  General  Order  No.  10,  efifective  March  1, 
1915,  General  Order  No.  10,  P.U.R.1915A,  385. 

WIRING. 

Discontinuance  of  electric  serrice  because  of  unsafe  wiring,  see 
Service,  177. 

WISCONSIN. 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission  to  regulate  sleeping  cars  operated  pri- 
marily on  interstate  trains,  see  Interstate  Commebce,  12. 

State  policy  with  reference  to  regulation  of  public  utilities,  see 
Public  Utilities,  2. 

Construction  of  statute  relative  to  physical  connection  of  tele- 
phones, see  Sebvicb,  386-388. 

Power  of  Commission  to  fix  height  of  dam  used  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses, see  Watcb,  17. 

WITNESSES. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  witness  testifying  concerning  land 
valuation  shall  have  been  engaged  in  the  real  estate  business,  or  that 
he  shall  be  a  so-called  expert  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  Re  Marin 
Municipal  Water  Dist.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433. 

2.  While  the  engineers  of  the  Missouri  Commission  are  in  the  posi- 
tion of  impartial  and  unprejudiced  witnesses  as  between  the  public 
on  one  hand,  and  the  utilities,  on  the  other,  the  Commission  will, 
nevertheless,  scrutinize  their  testimony  to  discover  to  what  extent  it 
is  based  upon  facts,  and  to  determine  whether  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  change  their  conclusions.  Commercial  Club  v.  Missouri  Public 
Utilities  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1017. 

WOODEN  MOTOR  UiUNCHES. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 

WOODEN  POLES. 

Substitution  of  steel  or  iron  poles  for  wooden  as  capital  cbi\rge, 
see  Return,  40. 

WORK  CARS. 

Rate  of  depreciation  of,  see  Depbeciation,  82. 

WORKING  CAPITAL. 

Allowances  for,  in  valuation  proceedings,  see  Valuation,  24,  232- 
262. 

WRITTEN  CONTRACTS. 

For  service,  see  Service,  136,  137. 

X-RAY. 

Rate  classification  for  electricity  for,  see  Rates,  168. 
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TABD  HYDRANTS. 

Water  rates  for,  see  Rates,  516. 

ZONES. 

Discrimination  in  fare  zones  of  interurban  railway,  see  DiscfBiia- 

NATTON,  15-17. 
Block  and  zone  system  of  express  rates,  see  Rates,  214-217. 
Zone  limits  for  interurban  railway  rates,  see  Rates,  247-250. 
Zone  limits  for  railroad  rates,  see  Rates,  266. 
Zone  fares  on  street  railway,  see  Rates,  107,  353-356. 
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INDEX  OF  ANNOTATIONS 


Part  L    ReTMw  of  Court  and  Conunissioii  audiorities. 

CABRIEKS 

State  regulation  of  interstate  1915A,    239 

CONSOLIDATION,  MERGER  AND  SALE 

Statutory  provision  limiting  capitalization  of  bonds  . .  1915C,  1071 

DELEGATION  OF  POWER 

As  to  issuance  of  securities 1915B,      60 

DISCRIMINATION 

Free  municij^l  lighting   1915A,  32 

As  to  terminal  facilities  1915B,  980 

Single  bill  for  several  installations  191 50,  695 

GOING  VALUE 

Allowance  of    ,. ...   1915B,     639 

MONOPOLY  AND  COMPETITION 

Rules  affecting  admission  of  competition  into  occupied 

territory    1915A,      21 

PAYMENT 

Deposits  or  security  for   1915A,  369 

Discount  for  prompt  payment    , .   1915A,  477 

Prepayment  as  condition  of  rendering  service 1915B,  514 

Right  to  differentiate  between  consumers  in  matter  of 

extension  of  credit  1915B,  237 

PUBLIC  UTILITIES 

Mutual  telephone  companies  as    1915C,     344 

RATES 

Comparison   of,  value    1915A,    899 

Minimum  charge  for  gas 1915A,     347 

Probability  of  increase  in  business  as  factor  to  be  con- 
sidered in  producing  rates   1916A,     356 

To  large  consumer   1915E,     684 

Value  of  service  as  basis  of  rate-making  1915E,     808 
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614  INDEX  OF  ANNOTATIONS. 

TELEPHONES 

Service  connection  in  apartment  hous^  1915A,  1028 

VALUATION 

Allowance  for  construction  in  advance  of  present  need  191 5 A,      49 
Favorable  location  as  factor  in  valuation  proceedings  1915A,     993 
Method  of  determining  market  value  of  land  for  rate- 
making  purposes   1915E,     510 

Part  II.    Abttractt  of  current  cases  used  at  annotatioiit  on 
the  foUowing  topics. 

ACCIDENTS 

Report  of    1915A,     140 

CERTIFICATE   OF   CONVENIENCE   AND  NECESSITY 

1915B,  296,  191oE,     847 

COMMISSIONS 

Policy  as  to  cases  settled  by  agreement 1915B,    427 

CONSOLIDATION,  MERGER  AND  SALE  . . .  1915B,  24,  1915D,    244 

CROSSINGS 

Jurisdiction  of  Commission   1915F,  170 

Separation  of  grade    1915B,  155,  1915F,  171 

Protection    at    1915B,  155,  1915F,  175 

Crossings  authorized  or  ordered   1915F,  180 

Farm    1915C,  415,  1915F,  189 

DISCRIMINATION 

Elimination  of  discrimination   in   favor  of  telephone 

stockholders  and  owners  of  equipment  . . .  1015A,  34,  37,    929 
1915B,  352,  1915C,  96,  99,  1915E,  1102,  1915F,     586 

Free  and  reduced  rates  generally   1915E,     960 

Free  and  reduced  transportation  to  charitable  insti- 
tutions       1915A,  138,     618 

Combined  business  and  residence  rates  for  telephones  1915C,     104 

ELECTRIC  RAILWAYS 

Construction,  change  of  location  and  equipment 1915F,     994 

EXTENSIONS  OF  SERVICE    1915E,     847 

FARM  CROSSINGS   1915C,     415 

FRANCHISES 1915A,  936,  1915E,     847 
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RAILROADS 

Duty  to  maintain  bridge 1915C,    864 

Construction,  change  of  location  and  equipment 1915F,    994 

RATES 

Electricity 1915F,  924 

Express    1915F,  672 

Gas    1915E,  1067,  1915F,  259 

Railroads 

Passenger 1915C,  92 

Freight 1915F,  65 

Telephone 1915E,  1102 

Warehouse    1916F,  663 

Water 1915F,  924 

f 

RECORDS 

Application  to  keep  outside  of  state 1915C,    431 

REPARATION 

Waiver  of  undercharge 1916C,    309 

Reparation  of  overcharges   1915D,  1068 

SECURITY  ISSUES,  1915A,  351,  536,  545,  549,  560,  797,  808,  813,  1022 

1915B,  18,  38,  67,  422,     585 

1915D,  932,  1003,  1031,  1034 

1915E,  76,  83,  107,  113,  124,  358,     638 

1915F,  797,  898,  1037 

SERVICE 

Railroad  passenger  service  generally  191 5B,  190 

Station  facilities   1915C,  77 

Union  station    1915C,  72,  1915F,  794 

Passenger  train  and  station  facilities  1915E,  914 

Seats  for  passengers  on  street  railways 1915B,  809 

Service  by  municipal  water  company  1915B,  1027 

STREET  RAILWAYS 

Car  equipment 1915C,     170 

TELEPHONES 

Physical   connection,   joint  operation  agreement   and 

joint  use  of  facilities   1915E,    946 

VALUATION 

Of  public  utility  property   1915F,  1031 
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I 
TABLE  OF  CASES  DIGESTED. 

This  table  after  the  name  of  each  case  gives  (1)  the  vohime  and  page 
of  the  report  of  the  case  in  P.U.R.,  and  also  any  other  reports  of  the 
same  case;  (2)  a  reference  to  the  place  or  places  where  the  case  is 
found  in  this  Digest.    A  heavy  dash  precedes  the  Digest  references. 

With  the  name  of  each  commission  case  there  is»  in  parenthesis,  an 
abbreviation  of  the  name  of  the  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the 
case  comes. 

See  also  additional  table  of  the  abstracted  cases  not  fully  reported, 
post,  pp.  661-769. 

Abingdon  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Se  (HI.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  29— paym.  37. 

Re  (III.)   P.UJ1.1915C,  34&— discrim.  60,  61. 
Abington  £lectric  Co.,  Sisk  r. 

Accounts  of  Railroad  Cos.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  140— aectg.  12,  13. 
Additional  "Train  Fares,"  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  93 — rates,  251,  272- 

274. 
Adrian  Furnace  Co.  y.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  883 — 

discrim.  38;  reparation,  10. 
Agor,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916F,  638— service,  27. 
Airy,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  664 — return,  153. 
Albion  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Babbitt  y. 

Alexander  y.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  68, — rates,  398. 
Alexandria  Chamber  of  Commerce  y.  Express  Cos.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A, 

458 — rates,  214,  327. 
Allegheny  Valley  Water  Co.  v.  TareAtum   (Pa.)    P.U.RJ916C,  174 — 

monop.  11. 
Allen  y.  Hazleton.    See  Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Jitney  Bus  Co. 
Allen  Seed  Co.  y.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  362 — 

rates,  121,  122;  reparation,  9. 
An  Railroad  Cos.  Operating  in  Oklahoma,  Re  Order  to  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  217 — discrim.  142;  service,  278. 
Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  941   (s.  c,  268  III. 

68,  108  N.  E.  800) — const.  1.  12;  crossings,  7,  12-14. 
Amendment  to  Commodity  Tariff  No.  31-A,  Re   (Tex.)   P.UJR.1915A, 

721 — rates,  328. 
American  Exp.  Co.,  Elgin  Commercial  Club  y. 
American  Gas  Co.,  Columbus  v. 

American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  132 — discrim.  172. 
American  Thread  Co.  y.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1065 — 

parties,  4;  reparation,  20. 
Anderson  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Lewis  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
y.  Pierce  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  330 — urates,  362; 

return,  123,  186;  service,  360. 
Androscoggin  Electric  Co.,  Brann  v. 
Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.,  Lake  Shore  Stone  Co.  v. 

y.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)   P.U.R.1915A,  549— apport.  58. 
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Apple  V.  Brazil  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915C,  561 — apport.  24a,  25,  26;  deprecia- 
tion, 72;  discrim.  46,  75;  rates,  68,  88,  141,  501,  518;  return,  33, 
48,  211;  service,  152,  154;  valuation,  141,  144,  193,  206,  261, 
306,   344. 
Ardmore  Oil  Producers'  Asso.  v.  W.  &  F.  OU  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915E,  166 

—const.  1.  49;  oil,  1-4. 
Argentine  &  G.  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1916C,  78— ev.  46;  pi.  6; 

rates,  270,  308-312. 
Arizona  Corp.  Commission  y.  Morenci  Water  Co.  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915C, 
625— depreciation,  91,  92;  discrim.  6,  81,  191;  paym.  38,  66; 
rates,  38,  89,  485,  510;  return,  3,  20,  82,  85,  87,  115-117,  221, 
222;  service,  443,  447;  valuation,  8;  water,  1,  2. 
▼.  Pacific   Gas   &   E.   Co.    (Ariz.)    P.U.R.1915A,   996 — ^monop.   18; 

service,  66,  76. 
v.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.     See  Harris  v.  South  Side  Gas  &  £.  Co. 
Arizona  Eastern  R.  Co.,  Union  Transfer  y. 

Arizona  Power  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  930 — secur.  iss.  86. 
Arlington  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Se  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  547— deprecia- 
tion, 39;  secur.  iss.  136. 
Armstrong  y.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  616— discrim. 

124-126;   rates,  243. 
Amett  Teleph.  Co.,  Mahannah  v. 

Amquist,  In  Re.     See  New  Richmond  Roller  Mills  Co.,  In  Re. 
Arrow  Creek  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915C,  73 — 

service,  234. 
Artesian  Water  Co.,  Clark  y. 
Ashland  y.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  I.U.R.1915A, 

619— commissions,  26;  r.  r.  3,  4;   service,  31. 
Assumption  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Central  Union  Teleph.  C.'.  (III.)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  940 — service,  406. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  054 — rates,  260. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1010 — apport.  49,  50;   crossings,  9. 
Oklahoma  Millers'  Asso.  y. 
V.  Public  Utilities  Commission.    See  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public 

Utilities  Commission. 
y.  State,  P.U.R.1915D,  24  (s.  c.  —  Okla.  — ,  148  Pac.  144) — app. 

31,  32;  inters,  com.  14. 
y.  SUte,  P.UJ1.1916E,  265  (s.  c.  —  Okla.  — ,  150  Pac.  108) — *pp. 

10;  commissions,  3. 
State  Public  UtiUties  ex  reL  Alton  Bd.  of  Trade  y. 
Wolyerton  y.  • 

Athens  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Jackson  County  Home  Telei^.  Co. 

(Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  312— commission,  39;  service,  407. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915E,  644 — inters,  com.  18. 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  ex  rel.  Petersburg  y. 
Harnett  Co.  y. 
Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co.,  Vallely  y. 
Atlantic  Southern  R.  Co.,  Smith  v. 
Atlantic  Transfer  Co.  y.  Los  Angeles  Transfer  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D, 

730 — pub.  util.  34;  service,  42. 
Attica,  Puryiance  y. 
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Augusta  ▼.  Lcwiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R,  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  260  (a.  c. 
—  Me.  — ,  95  Ail.  267) — apport.  42-44. 
▼.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.   Co.    (Me.)    P.U.R.1915C,  488 — 
apport.  41. 

Austin  V.  Hackensack  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  423 — reparation, 
21,  22. 

Auto-Livery  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1— depreciation,  80,  84;  val- 
uation, 237-241,  266,  274. 

Automobiles  &  J.  Busses,  Re  Regulation    (Md.)    P.U.R.1915C,  365— 
autos.  10. 
Re  ReguUtion  of  (Md.)P.U.R.1915G,  925— autos.  9. 

Automobile  Traffic,  In  Re  (Ariz.)   P.UJ1.1915G,  945— autos.  11. 

Auto  Supply  Co.  V.  Central  Illinois  Public  Ser^ica  Co.   (UL)   P.UJL 
1915B,  205— discrim.  119. 

Avoca,  Re  (Pa.)  P.UJU1915A,  768— -consol.  4;  monop.  SO. 

Babbitt  ▼.  Albion  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.IU915P,  648 — 

commissions,  16,  50. 
Bachrach's  Garage  &  Tazicab  Co.  v.  Philipj^e  Island  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1915D,  690— discrim.  166. 
Baker  Bros.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  0.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (lU.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  692 — 

crossings,  5 
Bakersfield  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.RJ915D,  616— -depreciation,  95; 

rates,  496. 
East  Bakersfield  Improv.  Asso.  ▼. 
BaU  V.  PubUc  Service  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  173 — service,  106. 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.,  State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Bancroft  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (S.  D.)   P.U.R.1915B,  680— disCTim.  96. 
Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  138 — service,  215. 
Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  119 — seour.  iss.  9,  76. 
American  Thread  Co.  v. 
Bangor  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R,1915A,  134— discrim.  78. 
Bangor  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  496— sccur.  iss.  43. 
Bangor  R.  &  £.  Co.,  Kelley  v. 

Bangor  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  402 — return,  175,  192. 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  241 — apport. 

75;  darag.  8;  r.  r.  12. 
Barker  &  S.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  144 — discrim.  130. 
Bamett  Taxicab   Co.,  Re    (D.   C.)    P.U.R.1915E,  6 — depreciation,   81; 

valuation,  255. 
Barron  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915F,  962 — rates,  393. 
Bay  Shore  Street  R.  Co.,  Green  Bay  v. 
Beauleiu  ▼.  Missoula  Street  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.R.1915E,  347 — orders, 

7;  service,  53,  193,  200,  201. 
Beaver  River  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915B,  281 — monop. 

42,  43;  service,  3;  taxes,  2. 
Bell  Electric  Motor  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Electric  Co.  (K.  J.)   P.UJL 

1915E,  248 — urates,  170,  171. 
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BeUeviUe  ▼.  St  Clair  Comnty  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (in.)  P.UJLIOISF,  235— 

apport.   5;    depreciation,   24,   44;    rates,    125,    220,    225,    230; 

return,  23,   35,  158;    valuation,  24,  137,  151,   170,   177,   232, 

235,  249,  300. 
Bell  Teleph.  Co.,  Leliigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  T. 
Norwich  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission  ▼. 
Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph,  Co.  ▼.  La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.U.R.1915B,  101 — apport.  79,  80,  87,  88;   discrim.  176,  178; 

rates,  443;  service,  386-388. 
Beloit  V.  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1005 — apport. 

24b,  24c,  27;  discrim.  110;  electricity*  h  2;  rates,  14,  506-509; 

return,  128,  155,  206;  valuation,  136,  301. 
Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Beloit  ▼. 

City  School  Board  v. 
Bend  V.  Bend  Water,  Light  as  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  913— deprecia- 
tion, 34;  return,  149,  214;  valuation,  176,  307. 
Bend  Water,  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Bend  ▼. 
Beresford  Teleph.  Co.  Re  (S.  D.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  515— service,  378,  416- 

418. 
Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.,  Glen  Rock  y. 
Bergen  County  Agri.  Soc.  y.  Bergen  Tump.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915B, 

850 — pub.  util.  35. 
Bergen  Tump.  Co.,  Bergen  County  AgrL  Soc.  v. 
Big  Falls  R.  Co.,  Homing  y. 
Big  Spring  Electric  Co.,  Elliott  y. 
Bills  of  Lading,  Re  (Tex.)  P.U.R.1915A,  866 — ^r.  r.  18. 
Bishop  y.  Long  IsUnd  R.  Co.   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.UJ1.1915D,  313 — 

service,  273-276. 
Black  Mountain  R.  Co.,  Howard  y. 
Black  Stream  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.UJL1915C,  361 — secur.  iss.  150, 

158. 
Blaine  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  266 — service, 

263. 
Blairsville  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Johnstown  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915E,  933 

—discrim.  212;  service,  397-399. 
Blake  y.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.     See  Brann  v.  Androscoggin  Electric 

Co. 
Bloomer  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915A,  171 — serv- 
ice, 164-167. 
Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  216 — rates,  212;  service,  98. 
Blue  Hill  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Public  Service  Com.)   P.UJ1.1915E, 

370 — acctg.   17;    depreciation,   51,    101;    discrim.    17,   30,   31; 

ev.  49;  rates,  74;   return,  20,  46,  81,  104,  166;  valuation,  18, 

29,  31,  78,  102,  187. 
Blue  Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Slate  Belt  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  y. 
Bluffs  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.)    P.U.R.1915A,  928 — discrim.   100; 

service,  141;  teleph.  19. 
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Board  of  Education  ▼.  Central  S.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  309 — service, 
260. 
▼.  Guthrie  GasUght,  Fuel  &  Improv.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1916B,  177 
— discrim.  43,  63,  64;  pub.  util.  31;  rates,  129. 

Board  of  Public  Utility  Comrs.,  West  Jersey  &  Seashore  R.  Co.  ▼. 

Bosshard  v.  Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  584 — 
discrim.  98;  pi.  12;  rates,  63,  96,  176,  483. 

Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Norwich   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1916F,  944 — appor.  46; 
orders,  3. 
St.  Johnsbury  ▼. 

▼.  State,  P.U.R.1916C,  25  (s.  c.  77  N.  H.  437,  93  Atl.  306) — app. 
11,  23,  38;  commissions,  2;  ev.  25;  rates,  4. 

Bound  Brook  Water  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040 — appor.  24; 
discrim.  59;  rates,  97;  return,  210;  valuation,  27,  168. 

Bradford  v.  St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  865— commis- 
sions, 43;  municipalities,  1;  service,  287,  241. 
▼.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
832 — service,  207. 

Brandt  v.  Leas  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  84 — service,  56. 

Brann  ▼.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJU.915B,  586 — interurb. 
r.  r.  3;  rates,  241,  242;  service,  205. 

Brazil,  Apple  y. 

Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.,  Gates  y. 

Brodhead  Municipal  Electric  Utility,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  524— de- 
preciation, 110;  discrim.  10,  47,  111,  117;  paym.  31;  return, 
70,  86,  90,  91. 

Brookl3m  &  C.  B.  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Potee  y. 

Brotherhood,  L.  F.  &  E.  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
489 — inters,  com.  10. 

Buckhannon  Light  &  Water  Co.,  South  Buckhannon  y. 

Buffalo  General  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJR.1915E,  257 — 
consol.  31. 

Burdick  v.  Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  293 — paym. 
67,  68,  89. 

Burlington  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  117 — dis- 
crim. 109;  rates,  65,  93,  155,  157,  201;  service,  162. 

Burnett  y.  Cushing  Teleph.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  638 — service,  416. 

Burtless,  McCook  Irrig.  &  Water  Power  Co.  y. 

Butler  y.  Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  572 — urates, 
168,  213. 

Byrd  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  961 — service,  32- 
34,  247-249. 

Byron  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Rock  River  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  348 — 
monop.  22. 

Cadillac  Sand  &  Grayel  Co.  y.  Michigan  C.  R.  Go.  (Mich.)  P.UJt.l916F, 

49 — rates,  10,  48,  325,  326. 
Calhoun  Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.)   P.n.R.1915C,  98-^dis- 

crim.  84;  rates,  77,  378. 
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California  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915P,  811 — r.  r.  8;  aecur. 

188.  42,  107. 
Camara  de  Comerdo  ▼.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.   (Philippine) 

P.U.R.1915D,  077— commissions,  61;  return,  172;  service,  300, 

307,  308,  314,  318,  326,  327,  336;  valuation,  100,  161,  267. 
Cambria  Inclined-Plane  Co.,  Geer  ▼. 

Cambridge  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &,  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  659 — service,  183. 
Cameron  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915B,  472 — ^franchise,  6; 

public  good,  1;  water,  15,  16. 
Campbell   y.   Hood   River   Gas   &   E.   Co.    (Or.)    P.U.R.1915D,   855— 

apport.  4,  29;  depreciation,  3,  8,  21,  22,  94;  ev.  1;  paym.  15; 

rates,  71a,  162,  153,  210;   return,  68,  89;   valuation,  92,  93, 

101,   139,   166,   178,   182,   183,   201,   260,   251,   296,   297,   302, 

308,  346,  348. 

Canadian  Northern  R.  Co.,  Spooner  y. 

Canton  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  349 — secur.  iss.  102. 

Carbondale  Teleph.  Co.,  Melvem  Teleph.  Co.  y. 

Cardinal,  Ex  parte,  P.U.R.1916E,  282   (s.  c  —  Cal.  — ,  L.R.A.1916F, 

850,  150  Pac.  348) — autos.  12,  20-22;  const.  1.  23. 
Carlisle  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  Re   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916D,  774— discrim.  87, 

102. 
Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 

1079 — apport.  17,  18;   commissions,  41;   grog.   1;    rates,  105, 

281,  319-321;  reparation,  7,  8. 
Caro,  Re  (Mass.  Public  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1915D,  792 — service,  163. 
Carrabassett  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  808 — ^monop.  34. 
Carriers,  Re  Discontinuance  Generally  by  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915C, 

1093 — service,  277. 
Caruthersville  y.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1— commissions,  59. 
Case  Plow  Works  y.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJl.19156,  183 — 

const.  1.  31;   rates,  61,  62a,  209. 
Castle  Rock  Mountain  R.  &  Park  y.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  224— commissions,  21;  const.  1.  41;  discrim.  149;  pub. 

util.  36. 
v.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  (Colo.)  P.i:.R.1915E,  487^-commis8ion8,  38. 
Castro  Point  R.  &  Terminal  Co.,  Re    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915E,  632 — pub. 

util.  12;  secur.  iss.  36. 
Centerville  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheppard  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915A,  512— ev.  53; 

rates,  399,  400. 
Central  California  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  607 — secur.  iss.  30. 
Central  California  Traction  Co.,  Re    (Cal.)    P.U.R.1915F,  424— consol 

12,  33;   rates,  350;  service,  117. 
Central  Electric  Traffic  Asso.,  Re  Joint  Passenger  Tariff  No.  14  (Ind.) 

P.U.R.1915A,  338 — rates,  239. 
Central  lUinoit  Pnb.  Service  Co.,  Re  (lU.)   P.UJR.1916E,  671 — ^rates, 

495,  498. 
Auto  Supply  Co.  v. 
Olney  ▼. 
Taylorville  v. 
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Central  R.  Co^  Board  of  Education  ▼. 

Nizon  Piano  Co.  v. 
Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ul.)  P.U.R.1915E,  316 — lie  1. 
Assumption  Mut  Tel^.  Co.  ▼. 
Farmers'  Mnt  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Cliamplain  Transp.  Co.,  Re  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1916F,  380 — intercorp.  rel.  0. 
Chardon  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  554 — secur.  iss.  105, 

155,  167. 
Charleston  Interurban  R.  Co.  y.  Smith.    See  Smith  v.  Nunnelly. 
Charlesworth  v.   Omro   Electric  light   Co.    (Wis.)    P.UJ1.1915B,   1, — 
apport.  1;  depreciation,  42;   paym.  29;  rates,  5,  64,  132,  161, 
175;  reparation,  13;  return,  14,  16,  32,.  47,  51,  63,  138;  valua- 
tion, 77,  162,  203. 
Cherryvale,  Kansas  Gas  &  £.  Co.  ▼. 
Chesapeake  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Md.)   P.U.R.1915F,  346— H^arr.  8,  4; 

mpnop.  5. 
Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Com.  ez  reL  Ridunond  ▼. 
Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  663— -discrim. 

159. 
Chesterfield  Tele^  Co.,  Kaymnafh  ▼. 

Cheyenne  VaUey  Electric  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.B.1915F,  932 — 
discrim.  152;  intercorp.  rel.  17;  paym.  41;  rates,  412;  service, 
368,  411. 
Chicago  ft  E.  I.  R.  Co.,  Steelman  ▼. 
Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Orvis  ▼. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Allen  Seed  Co.  v. 
Fond  du  Lac  Business  Men's  Asso.  v. 
McMillan  y. 

Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  r, 
Milwaukee  Milk  &  C.  Shippers'  Asso.  r. 
Nolan  V.    . 
Schmitt  ▼. 
Ward  ft  Co.  ▼. 
Wilton  V. 
Chicago,  6.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.,  Nebraska  Portland  Cement  Co.  ▼. 

V.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915C,  309  (s.  c.  237  U.  S.  220,  59 
L.  ed.  926,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  560,  Rev'g  152  Wis.  654,  140  N. 
W.  296) — app.  20;  inters,  com.  16. 
Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (ni.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  800 — return,  79;  secur. 

iss.  41,  56,  169. 
Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.,  Joliet  ft  E.  Traction  Co.  ▼. 
Chicago,  M.  ft  St  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A,  714 — reparation, 
15. 
Arrow  Creek  y.  ^ 

Bangor  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Barker  ft  S.  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Blaine  y. 

Clay  County  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
Foster  y. 

Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.  y. 
Remington  v. 
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Chicago,  Bl  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  Schlitz  Brewing  Co.  t. 
State  y. 

V,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  133  (s.  c.  268 
HI.  49,  108  N.  E.  729) — app.  29;  discrim.  229;  estop.  1;  pi.  3; 
rates,  31,  32. 
▼.  State  Public  UtiUties  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  141  (s.  c.  267 
111.  544,  108  N.  E.  737)— commissions,  28;  const.  L  7;  orders, 
15;  procedure,  3. 
Teasdale  y. 

y.  Wisconsin,  P.UJ1.1915D,  706  (s.  c.  238  U.  8.  491,  69  L.  ed.  1423, 
.     L.RJ^.1916A,  1133,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  869,  Rev'g  162  Wis.  341, 
140  N.  W.  70,.  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  478)— const.  I.  17,  18. 
Chicago,  0.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Baker  l^ros.  Co.  y. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  C    ,  Farmers'  Eleyator  Co.  y. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
Reid  y. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  881 — rates,  285. 
Frederick  y. 
Sief  y. 
Chicago  Surface  Lines,  Cook  County  Real  Estate  Board  y. 
Chicago  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  596 — ^real  estate,  1,  2. 

Hotel  Sherman  Co.  y. 
Chicago  Union  Station  Co.,  Re  (III.)  P.U.R.1915F,  788 — ^intercorp.  rel. 

10;  return,  80;  secur.  iss.  84. 
Chippewa  &  F.  Improy.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U JL1916F,  19 — ^water,  17-19. 
Chromaster  y.  Milwaukee  Northern  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1015A,  834—* 

discrim.  194;  service,  191. 
Cilley  y.  Kennebec  Tele^.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915F,  839 — monop.  8,  9; 

procedure,  5;  reparation,  2;  seeur.  iss.  113;  teleph.  13. 
Citizens'  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  510— consol.  7;  orders, 

13,  14. 
Citizens'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (III.)  P.UJl.i915C,  99— discrim.  66,  84, 

185;  return,  46. 
Citizens  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  79£h— monop.  41. 

Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915D,  282 — ^monop.  23. 
Citrus  Belt  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  795 — secur.  iss.  11. 
City  School  Board  y.  Beloit  Water  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJL1915F, 

31 — ^return,  136;  service,  109,  110. 
CUrk  y.  Artesian  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915F,  342 — return,  207. 
Clark  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  359— depreciation, 
66;  discrim.  67,  68;  paym.  11,  35,  46,  92,  93;  rates,  389,  448, 
452,  455,  469;  service,  143,  352,  384,  420,  421;  teleph.  12. 
CUss  •T"  Rates,  Re  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1075 — ^ratee,  91,  275,  314. 
Clay  County  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJL 

1915A,  61 — service,  224,  225. 
Cleyeland,  C.  C.  &  St  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915D,  236— consoL  210. 

Lowrey  y. 
Coady  y.  La  Crosse  Tdeph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  565— discrim.  224; 
rates,  370,  371;   service,  355. 
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Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.    (Cal.)    P.UJ1.1016A,  675— 
apport.  28;  depreciation,  10,  26;  rates,  614;  return,  74;  valu- 
ation, 245,  304a,  349. 
Coast  VaUey  Gas  &  £.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  1054 — secur.  iss.  19. 
Monterey  v. 

Salinas  City  ▼.  n 

Cochise  County,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  220— commissions,  34;  cross- 
ings, 33. 
Colbum  V.  Florence  &  C.  C.  R.  Co.  (Colo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  554— discrim. 

28;   ev.  26. 
Colchester  Fanners'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  23— depreciation, 

63;  return,  66,  183. 
Cole  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Lewis  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
Coles  County  Tele^  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Mattoon  ▼. 
Colfax  Teleph.  Bzcfa.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.UJt.l915C,  188 — urates,  451,  460; 

return,  181. 
Columbia  v.  Watts  Engineering  Co.   (Mo.)    P.U.R.1915B,  921 — urates, 

126;  return,  169;  valuation,  124,  126,  132,  179,  227. 
Colnmbia  Teleph  Co.,  Re.    See  Simms  v.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co. 
Hickman  v. 
Simms  ▼. 
Columbus  V.  American  Gas  Co.  P.UJ1.1915F,  889,  (s.  c.  96  Kan.  367, 

L.R.A.1915F,  118Q,  149  Pac.  402) — paym.  52. 
C<muuu:he  Teleph.  Co.  t.  Pioneer  Tele^  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  695 — service,  414. 
CommeFcial  Club  y.  Missouri  Public  UtiUties  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C, 
1017 — acctg.    19,   20;    apport.    2,   35,   36;    depreciation,    103- 
106;   discrim.  219;  pi.  9;   pub.  util.  26;   rates,  180,  181,  190, 
204;  return,  38,  52,  83,  142;  valuation,  67,  81,  140,  194,  226, 
228,  246,  286;  witn.  2. 
Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915A,  34— discrim. 
163;  rates,  359. 
Re  (HI.)  P.UJR.1915D,  766 — ^rates,  392. 
Wayne  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Commission  over  Motor-Bus  Lines,  Re  Jurisdiction  of  (D.  C.)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  642 — ^autoB.  3. 
Commission's  Rulings,  Re  Publication  of   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915A,  87 — re- 
ports, 7. 
Com.  ez  rel.  Petersburg  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.    See  CJom.  ex  rel. 
Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co. 
Richmond  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.   (Va.)  P.U.R.1915A,  488 — 

const.  1.  33;  stat.  4-6;  taxes,  4-8. 
Richmond  v.  Richmond  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond 

V.  Chesapeake  A  O.  R.  (3o. 
Richmond  v.  Richmond  ft  R.  River  R.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Rich- 
mond V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co. 
Richmond  v.  Ridunond,  F.  &  P.  R.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond 

V.  Chesapeake  A  O.  R.  O). 
Petersburg  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Rich* 
mond  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 4a 
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Com.  ez  reL  Richmond  ▼.  Southern  R.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  y. 

Chesapeake  &,  0.  R.  Co. 
Richmond  v.  Virginia  R.  &  P.  Co.    See  Com.  ex  rel.  Richmond  y. 

Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co. 
Commonwealth  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.19156,  536 — ^pub. 

util.  13. 
Coneland  Water  Co.,  Re.    See  Lois  Molinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  y.  Cone- 
land  Water  Co. 
Lot  Molinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  y. 
Conference  Ruling  No.  17,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  141 — r.  r.  11;  st.  r.  13. 
Conley,  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  y. 
Connecticut  Co.,  Re  P.U.R.1916E,  490  (s.  c.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  992) — 

const.  1.  57,  58. 
Re   (Conn.)   P.U.R.1915C,  332 — st.  r.  14. 

Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1916F,  989— crossings,  17;  interurb.  r.  r.  2. 
Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1099 — st.  r.  9,  10. 
Connecticut  Riyer  Power  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.RJL915C,  37 — eecur.  iss. 

13,  66. 
Consenration  of  Natural  Gas,  Re   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1915E,  994 — ^natural 

gas,  1. 
Consolidated  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  15 — secur.  iss.  48. 
Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Meek  y. 
Continental  Secur.  Co.  y.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.  P.U.R.1915D, 

38  (s.  c.  136  C.  C.  A.  570,  221  Fed.  44) — ^monop.  1;  stockholders, 

1. 
Conway  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E,  931 — secur. 

iss.  16,  68,  124. 
Cook  County  Real  Estate  Bd.  y.  Chicago  Surface  Lines  (IlL)  P.UJl. 

1915F,  578 — service,  298,  301-303,  310-313. 
Coon  Bros.  Teleph.  Co.,  Potomac  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Cooper  y.  Williamsyille-Sherman  Teleph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915E,  19 — ' 

discrim.  170. 
CornwaU  &  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.RJL915A,  329— crossings,  6. 
Corona  y.  Corona  City  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  782 — rates,  87; 

return,  218;  valuation,  148,  209,  276. 
y.  Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  1014 — 

acctg.  4;  depreciation,  54;  discrim.  49;  rates,  367;  return,  57, 

93,  196;  valuation,  68,  119,  125,  320. 
Corona  City  Water  Co.,  Corona  y. 
Corona  Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Corona  y. 
Cosumnes  Irrig.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  966 — secur.  iss.  87. 
Courtright,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  727 — service,  432. 
Coyington,  South  Covington  &  C.  Street  R.  Co.  y. 
Cramer  y.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  934 — service,  68. 
Crescent  City  Light,  Water  &  P.  Co.  v.  KeUer  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  632 

— Kiommissions,  18. 
CreaweU  Telei^.  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915F,  824— discrim.  103;  rates, 

385,  415. 
Creutx  y.  Western  United  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJEt.l915E,  902 — service, 

96. 
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Crider  ▼.  Waters  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1044— discrim.  208,  230;  paym- 
86,  88;  rates,  7;  records,  1. 

Crownover  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  671 — acctg.  26;  de- 
preciation, 19,  66;  return,  189;  service,  377,  380,  381;  valua- 
tion, 30,  63. 

Cuba  City  Tdeph.  Exch.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  213 — ^rates,  361, 
403. 

Cudahy,  Milwaukee  Liglit,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  ▼. 

Cumberland  County  Power  ft  Light  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916D,  777 — 
secur.  iss.  96. 
Peaslee  v. 

Cushing  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  639 — return,  12,  176. 
Burnett  v. 

Dagwell  y.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Lewis  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916A,  662— depreciation, 

69;  rates,  386;  return,  66,  167. 
Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916C,  731— discrim.  163;  paym.  39;  rates,  868, 

413. 
Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916D,  1064— discrim.  7,  174,  181,  182. 
Milbanky. 

Missouri  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Dakota  Cent.  Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Henry  Union  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Danaher,  Sovthwestem  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Daniels  Teleph.  Co.  v.  People's  Teleph,  Co.   (III.)   P.U.R.1915D,  761 — 

teleph.  2. 
Darnell  v.  Pioneer  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.    (Okla.)    P.U.R.1916A,   80 — 

apport.  81,  82;  rates,  442;  service,  392. 
Davidson  v.  PuWic  Service  R.  Co.   (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  168 — service, 

326. 
Davis  ▼.  Watertown  Nat.  Bank  P.U.R.1915E,  631   (s.  c.  —  Tex.  Civ. 

App.  — ,  178  S.  W.  693)— ev.  6;  secur.  iss.  23-26;  waiver,  1. 
Day  V.  Tacoma  R.  ft  P.  Co.  (Wash.)  P.UJ1.1916C,  693 — service,  26. 
Dean  v.  Manila  R.  Co.   (Philippine)    P.UJ1.1916F,  106— discrim.  200; 

service,  271. 
DeFuentes,  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  y. 

De  Kalb  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
De  Kalb-Sycamore  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.K.1916E,  904 — rates,  232. 
DeUware  ft  A.  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)   P.U.R.1916F,  368 — 

discrim.  66. 
Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJtl916C,  682 — franchise,  6. 
Delaware  ft  M.  Counties  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  478-— con- 

soL  14. 
Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916C,  180 — apport.  66; 

commissions,  36;   damg.  4. 
Jones  V. 
Delaware  River  Steel  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916F, 

742 — ^reparation,  4. 
DeU  Segno,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  857 — ^return,  217;  valuation,  219. 
Denver  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Public  Utilities  Commission  v. 
Denver  Tramway  Co.,  Caatle  Rock  Mountain  R.  ft  P.  ▼.   - 
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Derocher  v.  Hall  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  725— service,  12. 

Des  Moines,  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v. 

Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  P.U.R.1915D,  577,  (s.  c.  238  U.  S. 
163,  59  L.  ed.  1244,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811,  Modg.  199  Fed.  204) 
^app.  24;   judgm.  1;   valuation,  152,  273. 

Detroit  Edison  Co.,  Re  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915D,  266— pub.  util.  3. 

Detroit,  M.  &  T.  Short  Line  R.  Co.,  Monroe  ▼. 

Dickey,  Ex  parte,  P.U.R.1915E,  93  (s.  c.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  L.R.A.1915F, 
840,  85  S.  E.  781)— const.  L  22;  highw.  1-8;  legis.  1;  munic- 
ipalities, 6,  7,  11. 

.Discounts  for  Prompt  Payment  &  Penalties  for  Delayed  Payment  of 
BiUs,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  327 — paym.  9. 

Dizon,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F.  659 — rates,  475. 

Dominion  Hotel  Co.  v.  Globe  Ligrht  &  P.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1015F,  306 — 
discrim.  44. 

Domke  v.  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  332 — service,  108. 

Dorsey  TeleplL  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915D,  694— discrim.  106. 

Douglas  Gas  Corp.,  Re   (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915E,  1063— rates,  51,  228. 

Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Hughson  ▼. 

Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  192  (s.  c 
—  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  887) — app.  1,  35,  36;  const.  1.  36; 
discrim.  147;  ev.  50;  legis.  2;  rates,  24,  90,  99;  return,  84, 
130,   171;    valuation,   11,  19,  20,  50,  198,  210,  330,  334. 

Dungeness  Wharf,  Weekly  ▼. 

East  Bakersfeld  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Bakersfield  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJL 
1915B,  1044 — paym.  6;  rates,  487;  s«rvice,  433. 

East  End  Electric  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R,1915D,  17 — 
monop.  24. 

Eastern  Maine  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  211 — r.  r.  9. 

Eastern  Oregon  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re.    See  La  Grande  Ck)mmercial  Chib 
v.  Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co. 
La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v. 

Ebenezer  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  ft  Traction  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.UJR.1915A,  174 — commissions,  23;  damg.  9;  service,  59. 

Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Re,  Petition  of  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  ft 
E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R.1915B,  582 — secur.  iss.  38,  39,  65,  112. 
Re   (Md.)   P.U.R.1915A,  812 — secur.  iss.  122. 

Electric  Power  Rates,  Re  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1915F,  884 — reparation,  12. 

Electric  Service  in  District  of  Columbia,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915A, 
527— service,   170. 

Elgin  Commercial  Club  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.H.1015B,  946 — 
rates,  217. 

EUiott  V.  Big  Spring  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915D,  20 — rates,  135. 

Ehnira  Heights  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915D,  308 — 
crossings,  10,  29-32;  pi.  8. 

El  Reno  v.  El  Reno  Gas  ft  £.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  226— depreda- 
tion, 16,  45;  return,  6,  7,  156. 

El  Reno  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  El  Reno  ▼. 

Elyria  Telei^.  Co^  Re  (Ohio)  P.Ult.l915B,  79-— eeonr.  iss.  44. 
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Empire  Tele^.  Co.,  Se    (DL)    P.U.R.1915B,  561— discrim.  100,   158; 

ratea,  402. 
Empire  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915E,  263 — seryice, 

133. 
Empire  Water  Co.,  Ferrasci  r. 
Erie  R.  Co.,  Elmira  Heights  ▼. 
Leroy  Salt  Co.  y. 
Mt.  Alton  ▼. 
Wadsworth  ▼. 
Escondido  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915A,  744 — secur.  iss.  128, 
160,  170. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1015A,  1071-~€ommi88ions,  25;  secur.  iss.  14,  22, 
50,  116. 
Eshleman,  Hanlon  ▼. 

Ettrick  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  695— discrim.  99. 
Svanston  v.  Public  Service  Co.  (111.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  309— orders,  12. 
Everett  Gas  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ex  rel.  Hendrie  ▼. 
Express  Cos.,  Alexandria  Chamber  of  Commerce  v. 
Lafayette  Chamber  of  Commerce  v. 

Fairplay  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fulton  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915B, 

606— discrim.   154. 
Farmers'  ft  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B,  65— const.  1. 

60;   monop.  7;   secur.  iss.  20,  27,  79,  156. 
Farmers'  Committee  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Tdeg.  Co.  (Mont.) 

P.U.R.1915E,  52— discrim.  169. 
Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  People's  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D, 

835— apport.  85;   service,  404. 
Farmers'  Elevator  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  872 

(s.  c.  266  III.  567,  107  N.  E.  841) — procedure,  9. 
Farmers'  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  ▼. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Exch.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  214— discrim.  100. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  (HI.)  P.UJa.l916E, 

13 — service,  400,  401. 
v.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  303 — service,  226. 
Farmers'  Teleph,  Co.,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1050— ev.  59;  paym.  23, 

28;  rates,  365,  382. 
v.  Lancaster  Electric  Light  Co.     See  Platteville,  R.  &  E.  Teleph. 

Co.  V.  Lancaster  Electric  Light  Co. 
Farmers'  Transp.  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvanii- R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  242 

^—discrim.  202;   service,  211. 
Farmingdale  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  515— discrim.  80. 
Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  (N.  M.)  P.U.R.1915F,  625— const.  1.  42;  discrim.  52a,  112, 

113,  173;  rates,  111. 
Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Reading  Cent.  Tele^.  Co.  ▼. 
Ferrasci  v.  Empire  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  438 — pub.  util.  16; 

service,  210. 
Finn,  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 

Fire  Dept.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  538— discrim.  77. 
Firth  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  24-— secur.  iss.  17. 
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Florence  &  C.  C.  R.  Co.,  Colbnrn  ▼. 

Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.,  State  ex  reL  Railroad  Comrs.  ▼. 

FoUansbee  v.  Manufacturers  Light  &  Heat  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1915D, 

825— commissions,  22;   ev.  55. 
Fond  du  Lac  Business  Men's  Asso.  y.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.U.R.1915A,  152 — inters,  com.  15. 
Foosland  Tele^  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  329 — ^return,  191. 
FoothiU  Ditch  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  614 — aecur.  12. 
Forest  City  Teleph.  Co.  Re  (111.)  P.U.K1915E,  666— discrim.  101,  183; 

paym.   36. 
Ft  Atkinson  Water  &  Light  Commission,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B.  1030 

— urates,  156. 
Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.,  Hammon  ▼. 
Ft.  Scott,  Ft.  Scott  Gas  &  E.  Co.  r. 
Ft.  Scott  as  N.  Light,  Heat,  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  612 

— apport.  32-34;   discrim.   220;    rates,  3,  166,   167,  177,  198, 

202,  515;  return,  42,  140,  162,  213. 
Ft.  Scott  Gas  ft  E.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Scott  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915B,  481 — apport. 

40;  depreciation,  36;  pipe  lines,  1;  rates,  37,  72;  return,  137, 

139;    valuation,  128,  189,  196,  265,  292,  310. 
Ft.  Wayne  &  N.  I.  Traction  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJt.l916B,  1094 — urates,  238. 
Foster  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915F,  406— carr. 

2;  service,  217. 
Franklin  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)   P.U.R.1916E,  105 — secur. 

iss.  60. 
Frederick  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916A,  356 — 

service,  229. 
Freeport  R.  &  Light  Co.;  HiUmer  v. 

Freight  Shipments,  Re   (N.  C.)   P.U.R.1915A,  636 — rates,  316. 
French  &  Sons  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.n.R.1915B,  1096— - 

damg.  7. 
Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.,  Porter  ▼. 

Fresno  Farms  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  324-— consol.  27;  pub.  util.  27. 
Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  347 — interurb.  r.  r. 

1;   secur.  iss.  148. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.UJR.1915A,  787 — secur.  iss.  40,  45,  147. 
Friendship  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  324 — rates,  432,  470; 

return,  202.  ^ 

Fulton  Teleph.  Ezch.  Co.,  Fairi^y  Teleph.  Co.  y. 

Gainesbord  Teleph.  Co.,  Glasgow  Home  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 

Gallitzin,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  779— certif.  conven.  1;  monop.  87. 

Gait  Block  Warehouse  Co.,  Re.    See  Tyler,  Re. 

Galveston   Waterworks   Co.,   Re    (Ind.)    P.UJ1.1915E,   27 — aectg.   10; 

depreciation,  71;   discrim.  7;  return,  216. 
Garrison-Fisher  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ez  rel.  Bremerton  ▼. 
Gas  Corporations,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915B,  811 — paym.  63. 
Gassaway  Development  Co.,  Re  (W.  Va.)   P.U.R.1915D,  551— discrim. 

83;  rates,  83,  484,  517;  return,  205. 
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Oatea  ▼.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJE1.1915E,  602 — bridges, 

1;   depreciation,   70;    discrim.   107;    return,   10,   71,   72,   203; 

valuation,  64. 
Geer  ▼.  Cambria  Inclined-Plane  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  88— discrim.  35, 

121;   service,  188-190. 
General  CompUinta  aa  to  Service,  Se.    See  Oamara  de  Ck>mercio  v. 

Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co. 
General  Order  No.  10,  Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A,  385 — ^wires  &  c  2. 
General  Order  No.  48  (Ariz.)  P.UJEt.l915C,  820— records,  3. 
Genesee  &  W."  S.  Co.,  Retsof  Min.  Co.  v. 

Sterling  Salt  Co.  v. 
Georgia,  Wadley  Southern  S.  Co.  v. 
Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ga.)   P.U.R.1915A,  901 — service,  6,  9,  57, 

295,  299,  309,  316,  317. 
V.  Jitney  Bus  Co.  (Ga.)  P.U.R.1916C,  928 — autos,  2,  7,  8;  carr.  1. 
GiUespie  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (lU.)    P.U.R.1915E,  214 — urates,  379; 

valuation,  135. 
Gittings  V.  Windsor  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1069 — ^pub.  util.  14. 
Gla^ow  Home  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Gainesboro  Teleph.   Co.    (Ky.)    P.UJl. 

1915D,  461— discrim.  3. 
Glenford  v.  THster  &  D,  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916C,  1072 — 

service,  37,  213,  231,  239,  240. 
Glen  Rock  v.  Bergen  Aqueduct  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  937 — estop.  2; 

pub.  util.  6;  service,  73;  water,  7,  8. 
Glenvnie  Natural  Gaa  Co.,  Re  (W.  Va.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  848— const.  1.  46; 

return,  21,  41,  101,  163;  valuation,  14. 
Globe  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Dominion  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Goldthwaite  v.  New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJt.l915D, 

244 — urates,   367. 
Gomph,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  222 — rates,  295,  296. 
Gothenburg  Teleph.  Ezch.,  Stebbins  v. 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  P.U.R.1915C,  1064 

(8.  c.  77  N.  H.  539,  94  Ail.  193) — app.  41;  consol.  6,  20,  21; 

public  good,  2;   pub.  util.  5;   rates,  96;   secur.  iss.  121,  140; 

valuation,  58. 
Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Commission  (Mich.  Sup.  Ct.) 

P.U.R.1915F,  805— app.  30;   parties,  6;   service,  221,  222. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  Wagner  v. 
Grange  Hall  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  694 — ^monop. 

4,  44-46;  rates,  360. 
Grantman  v,  Theresa  Union  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.)    P.U.R.1915A,  i03 — 

service,  364-367. 
Grays  Harbor  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ▼. 
Great  Bear  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Ryder  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  P.U.R.1915D,  701  (s.  c.  238  U.  S. 

340,  59  L.  ed.  1337,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  753,  Revg.  122  Minn. 

55,  141  N.  W.  1102)— <x>nst.  1. 13. 
Scobey  v. 
State  V. 
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Great  Shoshone  ^t  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.  Re   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916G, 

921 — rates,  189. 
V.  Idaho  Power  &  Light  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1916A,  998 — fines  & 

pen.  6. 
Twin  Falls  Commercial  Club  v. 
Great  Western  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  843 — ^monop.  33. 
Green  Bay  v.  Bay  Shore  Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  619 — apport. 

74;   rates,  347. 
Greenfield  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Petition  of  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L. 

Comrs.)  P.U.R,1915F,  795— orders,  11. 
Griffiths  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.    See  Lewis  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
Grinnell  Electric  &  Heating  Co.  v.  Poweshiek  &  Jasper  Counties  (Iowa) 

P.U.Itl915A,  933— electricity,  10. 
Gunn,  Mt.  Konocti  Light  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Guthrie  Gas,  Light  Fuel  &  Improv.  Co.,  Board  of  Education  ▼. 

Hackberry  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Amett  Teleph.  Co.    See  Mahannah  v.  Amett 

Teleph.  Co. 
Hackensack  Water  Co.,  Austin  ▼. 
Hackett,  Western  Asso.  y. 
Hall,  Derocher  v. 
Hammon  v.  Ft.  Aubrey  Irrig.  Co.    (Kan.)    P.U.R.1915C,  1— <*onunis- 

sions,  4,  45;  discrim.  88,  89,  196,  197;  irrig.  2,  3;  service,  208. 
Hanlon  y.  Eshleman,  P.U.R.1915B,  842  (s.  c.  169  Cal.  200,  146  Pac.  656) 

—commissions,  52;  parties,  7. 
Hardison  v.  Los  Angeles  Gas  &  E.  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1 — service, 

64. 
Harkness,  HcCammon  y. 
Harnett  County  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  P.U.R.1915A,  635 

—apport.  57;  crossings,  24. 
Harris  y.  South  Side  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915F,  747 — apport. 

31;    bond    discount,    1;    depreciation,    37,    88,    109;    discrim. 

36;  rates,  137,  162;   return,  22,  24,  145;   valuation,  188,  236, 

253,  304. 
Hayen  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1014 — service,  135. 
Hayward  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  834 — ^return,  220;  valua- 
tion, 12,  173,  185,  262,  282. 
Hazleton,  Allen  v. 
Henry  Union  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Dakota  Cent.  Union  Teleph.  Co.   (S.  D.) 

P.U.R.1915F,  937 intercorp.  rel.  25;  service,  409,  413. 

Henshaw,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  749— consol.  11;  Pecur.  iss.  127. 
Henton  y.  Leeds  Farmers'  Tele^.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  233 — paym. 

73;   service,  361. 
Hiawatha  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Northeast  Kansas  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
Hickman  y.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1916A,  418— rates,  450. 
Hillmer  y.  Freeport  R.  &  Light  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  46 — rates,  169. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.,  New  York  Coal  Co.  y. 
Hodges  Bros.  y.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1008 — 

intercorp.  rel.  4;  rates,  101,  316,  322-324. 
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floDifUr  ▼.  HoUister  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  026— const.  1.  40; 

discrim.  58;  rates,  505e. 
HoUiitar  Water  Co.,  Re.    See  Hollister  v.  HoUister  Water  Co. 

Hollister  y. 
HoUy  Beach,  W.  &  N.  W.  Water  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  620 — 

consol.  25. 
Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Telet.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 

1915A»  687— commissions,  37;  discrim.  41;  ev.  24;  rates,  25, 

34,35. 
Hood  River  Gas  &  B.  Co.,  Re.    See  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  & 

E.  Co. 
Campbell  ▼. 
Hooper  Realty  Co.  ▼.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  839 — 

service,  70,  99. 
Hooper  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  305— discrim.  189;  rates, 

383. 
Homing  v.  Big  PaUs  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  826 — urates,  106;  serv- 
ice, 216. 
Hotel  Sherman  Co.  v.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.   (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  776 — 

discrim.  162;  service,  356. 
Howard  v.  BUck  Mountain  R.  Co.   (N.  C.)   P.UJa.l915F,  908 — rates, 

261,  283. 
Huachtica  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U11.1915B,  277 — rates,  15. 
Hubbard  Creamery  Co.  ▼.  Holalla  Electric  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  324 — 

rates,  192. 
Htighson  V.  Dnlnth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  244 — inters. 

com.  3,  4;  service,  14,  263. 
Hughaon  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A, 

867— intercorp.  rel.  8,  9;  service,  71,  354. 
Humphrey  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  3 — apport.  86;  return, 

174. 
Hunt  V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  937 — service,  107. 
Hussa  Bros.  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Bosshard  v. 
Hydro  Electric  Co.,  Re.     See  Campbell  v.  Hood  River  Gas  &  Electric 

Co. 
Hydro-Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Ex  parte   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1915C,  356 — 

rates,  41. 

Idaho  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915A,  2 — monop.  19-21;  serv- 
ice, 172,  173;  Stat.  1. 
Idaho  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Great  Shoshone  &  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.  ▼. 
Idaho  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915D,  742 — urates,  240,  244-246; 

return,  19,  167;  valuation,  79. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  Re  (lU.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1032 — secur.  iss.  3. 

V.  De  Fnentes,  P.U.R.1915A,  840  (a.  c.  236  U.  S.  167,  59  L.  ed.  517, 

35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  275) — inters,  com.  12. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Bloomington  v. 
minois   Northern  Utilities  Co.,  Ex  parte    (111.)    P.U.R.1915D,   231 — 
monop.  32. 
Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  234 — rates,  223. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Woodlawn  Farm  Co.  ▼• 
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noilo  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1915F,  377 — eecur. 

iss.  104. 
Imperial  Grain  &  Warehouse  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  636— aecur. 

iss.  111. 
Increased  Passenger  Rates,  Re.    See  Passenger  Rates,  Re. 
Indiana  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  37 — urates,  253. 
Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Continental  Securities  Co.  v. 
Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.  y.  DeKalb  County  Tdeph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  643 — apport.  84;  rates,  436-439. 
Investigation  of  Express  Rates  (Ariz.)   P.U.R.1915F,  308 — rates,  216. 
Investigation  of  Rates  &  Charges,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  55— discrim. 

26. 
Iowa  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Linn  &  B.  Counties  (Iowa)  P.U.R.1915F,  587 — 

electricity,  9. 
Irish  ▼.  Lewiston  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.   (Me.)   P.U.R.1915B,  355 — 

discrim.  195;  service,  61,  294. 

Jackson  &  Clinton  Counties,  Maher  v. 

Jackson  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Athens  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Jacksonville  R.  Co.  v.  ODonnell  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  853 — ^pub.  util.  22. 
Janeaville  Water  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  178— depreciation,  86- 

90,  106;  valuation,  4-6,  23,  44,  82-85,  98,  146,  159,  192,  208, 

289,  290,  298,  299,  303,  312,  313. 
Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1047 — app.  3;  municipalities,  2. 
Jenkins,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  895 — monop.  29;  service,  180,  181. 
Jitney  Bus  Co.,  Georgia  R.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Johnstown  Teleph.  Co.,  Blairsville  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Joliet  &  E.  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago  Heights  Street  R.  Co.  (HI.)  P.UJt 

1915F,  110 — apport.  67-73;  intercorp.  rel.  11-15. 
Jones  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915B,  94 — ^rates,  305. 
Joplin  V.  Joplin  Waterworks  Co.   (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  138 — paym.  78; 

rates,  521;  service,  426. 
Joplin  Exch.  of  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  Valuation  of  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A, 

213 — valuation,  10. 
Joplin   Waterworks    Co.,   Re    (Mo.)    P.U.R.1915C,   125— const.    1.   32; 

discrim.  192;  ev.  29;  rates,  499,  505. 
Joplin  V. 

Kansas  City  Connecting  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mo.)    P.U.R.1915D,  661— certif. 

conven.  7-11;  monop.  25;  orders,  9;  pub.  util.  33;  r.  r.  2,  7. 
Kansas  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Cherryvale,  P.U.R.1915D,  34  (s.  c.  137  C  C.  A. 

93,  221  Fed.  237)— certif.  conven.  5. 
Kansas  Postal-Teleg.  Cable  Co.,  State  ex  rel.  Caster  ▼. 
Kavanagh  v.  Chesterfield  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  228— discrim. 

210;  rates,  397.  ' 

Keller,  Crescent  City  Light,  Water  &  P.  Co.  v. 

Kelley  v.  Bangor  R.  &  E.  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  493 — service,  292. 
Kennebec  Farm  &  City  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  115 — secur. 

iss.  32. 
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Kennebec  Teleph.  Co.,  Se.    See  GiUey  y.  Kennebec  Teleph.  CSo. 

Cilley  V. 
Kennebec  Water  Dist,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1020 — secur.  iss.  62. 
Kennison  v.  Madison  Water  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  247 — service,  427, 

428,  431. 
Kestel  V.  Marsbfield  Rural  Tele^  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1015C,  44-— epport. 

76,  83;  rates,  440. 
KeyHM>rt  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (III.)  P.U.R.1916F,  338— -discrim.  100,  177; 

rates,  390,  427;  return,  61,  96;  valuation,  7. 
Kingston  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915D,  839 — service,  60,  379; 

teleph.  22, 
Kinloch-Bloomington  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  348— records, 

4. 
Kirksville   Light,   Power   &   Ice   Co.,  Re.    See   Weaver   v.   Kirksville 

Light,  Power  A  Ice  Co. 
Weaver  v. 
Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915F,  5 — conaol.  6. 
Knott  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.IL1915E,  963— 

commissions,  33;   const.  1.  43;   contr.  1;   discrim.  13,  90-92; 

ev.  7;  pub.  util.  4. 
Kokomo  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.UJl.l91fiA,  301— *paym.  12,  13. 

La  Crosse  v.  Wisconsin-Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJl.lOldC, 
421 — service,  116,  186-187. 

La  Crosse  Teleph.  Co.,  Coady  v. 

Ladysmith  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  1060 — apport.  3; 
paym.  14,  30,  94;  rates,  62b,  67,  86,  130,  147-151,  158-160, 
172,  173,  182-188,  196,  206-208;  records,  2;  return,  150;  serv- 
ice, 1,  171;  valuation,  74, 

La  Farge  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915D,  833 — monop.  15. 

Lafayette  Chamber  of  Commerce  ▼.  Express  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.191dA,  464 
—rates,  215. 

La  Fayette  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 

Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  930 — paym.  20,  71,  75, 
76,  98,  99;  rates,  461,  462;  service,  143,  351,  423;  teleph.  7-11, 
18. 

La  Grande  Commercial  Club  v.  Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.) 
P.U.R.1915D,  909 — acctg.  21;  depreciation,  2,  27,  94;  discrim. 
37;  return,  53;  valuation,  184,  347. 

Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.,  French  &  Sons  v. 

Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest  Water  Co.  (HI.)  P.UJIJ915D,  1008 — depre- 
ciation, 74;  rates,  504;  return,  212;  valuation,  86,  104,  149. 

Lake  Forest  Water  Co.  v.  Lake  Forest.    See  Lake  Forest  v.  Lake  Forest 
Water  Co. 
Lake  Forest  v. 

Lake  Shore  Stone  Co.  t.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  763 — 
rates,  269,  317,  318. 

Lancaster  Electric  Lig^t  Co.,  Platteville,  R.  &  E.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 

Landon  v.  Lawrence  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  763-— const.  1.  38;  discrim. 
56,  199;  natural  gas,  3,  4;  pi.  4;  rates,  254-267,  258a-258c; 
return,  34,  75. 
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La  Valle  Teleph.  Co.,  Wonewoc  Teleph.  Co.,  ▼• 
Lawrence,  Landon  v. 

Lawrence  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mass.)  P.UJ^1915A,  814 — apport.  80;  deprecia- 
tion, 31,  32;  discrim.  79;  return,  1,  120,  160,  216. 
Leas,  Brandt  v. 
Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth  City  &  Ft  L.  Water  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R. 

1916B,   611— depreciation,   73;    discrim.   48,   70;    paym.   100; 

rates,  108,  476,  477,  488-491,  498,  494,  506a,  613,  623;  return, 

209;  service,  102,  103,  163,  161,  442;  valuation,  266,  269,  278, 

291. 
Leavenworth  City  &  Ft  L.  Water  Co.,  Leavenworth  v. 
Leeds  Fanners'  Teleph.  Co.,  Henton  v. 
Lehigh  Nav.  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Pa.)   P.UJ1.1916A,  773— -certif.  conven. 

12;  electricity,  8;  monop.  28. 
Lehigh  VaUey  Coal  Co.  v.  BeU  Teleph.  Co.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916C,  600 — 

discrim.  161. 
Lehis^  Valley  R.  Co.,  Meeker  v. 
Leroy  Salt  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.    See  Carriers,  Re. 
Lewis  V,  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Com.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJt.l915C,  1082 

— rates,  366. 
Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Augusta  v. 

Irish  V. 
Light  &  Water  Commission,  Re   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915E,  539 — acctg.  23, 

24;  discrim.  57;  rates,  94-,  478,  492,  600,  603,  612;  service,  169. 
Lignite  Coal  Rates,  Re  (N.  D.)  P.U.R.1916F,  190 — rates,  76,  118,  114, 

259,  332-335;  return,  133,  164. 
Lima-Honeoye  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Com.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJR. 

1916C,  871 — service,  28. 
Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F,  364— depreciation, 

62;  return,  60,  193. 
Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915F,  714 — service,  358,  374,  875. 

Re  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915D,  803 service,  370-372. 

V.  Farmers'  Independent  Teleph.  Co.    (Neb.)    P.U.R.1916C,  162 — 

intercorp.  rel.  28. 
Lincoln  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916D,  269 — st.  r.  12;  valuation, 

15. 
Linn  &  B.  Counties,  Iowa  R.  &  Light  Co.  ▼. 

Linton  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916A,  640 — secur.  iss.  94,  96,  166. 
Lippincott  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  794— ev.  43; 

rates,  354,  355. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.,  Bishop  v. 

Long  Lake  Improv.  Asso.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  506 — ^water,  6,  6. 
Loogootee  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.UJi.l916A,  634 — secur.  iss.  130,  157, 

165;   valuation,  142. 
Los  Angeles  Gas  &  E.  Corp.,  Hardison  v. 
Los  Angeles  R.  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915B,  297 — relcords,  8;   secur. 

iss.  144. 
Los  Angeles  Transfer  Co.,  Atlantic  Transfer  Co.  ▼. 
Los  Holinos  Citrus  Farms  Co.  v.  Coneland  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F, 

664— discrim.  129 ;  pub.  util.  14. 
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LonisUna  &  N.  W.  R,  Co.,  Bz  parte  (La.)  P.UJtl015A»  460— service, 

'252. 
LonisviUe  &  N.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Finn,  P.U.R.1915A,  121  (s.  c.  235  U.  S.  601, 

69  L.  ed.  379.  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  146,  Affg.  214  Fed.  465;  Former 

appeal  231  U.  &  298,  68  L.  ed.  229,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  48) — 

const.  1.  8;  ev.  62;  stat.  7. 
V.  Maxwell,  P.UJL1915C,  300   (s.  c.  237  U.  S.  94,  59  L.  ed.  853, 

LJI.A.1916E,  665,  35  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  494) — app.  26;  reparation, 

25. 
United  States  v. 
Lowrey  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Dl.)  P.U.R.1916A,  717 — 

service,  130,  261,  267. 
Loyalton  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916C,  804 — service,  116. 
Lukrawka  y.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  P.U.R.1915B,  331  (s.  c.  169  CaL 

318,  146  Pac.  640) — ^mand.  3;  service,  76,  77,  78. 
Lnzembnrg-Caaco  Teleph.  Co.,  Luzemlmrg  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Lnzembnrg  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lnzemburg-Casco  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJl. 

1916B,  835— apport.  89;  discrim.  105,  179;  intercorp.  reL  19; 

rates,  426. 
Lyman  v.  United  R.  &  E.  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915E,  39 — service,  287. 
Lynch  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  64 — acctg.  9;  depreciation, 

67;  paym.  27;  return,  201. 
Lyons  v.  Wa3me  Teleph.  Co.    See  Newark  v.  Wayne  Tele|^.  CJo. 

McCanunonv.  Harkness  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915E,  668 — paym.  861;  service, 

429,  444,  445,  449,  450. 
McCook  Irrig.  ft  Water  Power  Co.  ▼.  Bnrtless,  P.UJ1.1915C,  687  (s.  c. 

—  Neb.  — ,  LJRA.1916D,  1205,  152  N.  W.  334)— comipissions, 

44;  pub.  util.  26;  rates,  21,  42. 
Hclnnis  v.  New  Orleans  &  N.  B.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  418  (s.  c.  —  Miss. 

—,  L.R.A.1916E,  682,  68  So.  481— const.  1.  11. 
McKenna  v.  New  Ywk,  N.  H.  ft  H.  R.  Co.  (R.  I.)  P.UJL1915E,  269 — 

discrim.  138. 
McMillan  y.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916C,  58 — service, 

242-246. 
Macon  R.  ft  Ught  Co.,  Re  (Ga.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  648 — apport.  d6a,  37,  38; 

ev.  42;  rates,  69,  70;  return,  26,  127,  147. 
Madison  Water  Co.,  Kennison  v. 
Mahannah  v.  Amett  Teleph.  Co.   (Okla.)   P.U.R.1916A,  1029— ^scnm. 

160;  rates,  409,  434;  service,  353,  383. 
Maher  y.  Jackson  ft  Clinton  Counties  (Iowa)  P.UJ1.1916A,  460 — elec- 
tricity, 6,  7;  em.  dom.  1. 
Mahoning  Connty  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.UJL1916A,  74— monop.  26. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  135— discrim.  69,  74. 
Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  957— discrim.  72. 
Re  (Me.)  P.UJt.l915F,  1033 — secur.  iss.  63. 
Morey  y. 
Manchester  Traction  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1915E,  366 — 

secur.  iss.  100. 
Manila  Electric  R.  ft  Light  Co.,  Camara  de  Comerdo  y. 
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HaniU  R.  Co.,  Re  (Miilippine)  P.U.R.1915C,  711 — acctg.  6,  22;  depre- 
0  ciation,  1,  6,  6,  12,  15,  82,  98. 

Dean  v. 
Mantifactiirers  Light  &  Heat  Co.,  Follansbee  ▼. 

Marin  County  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  890 — secur.  lag.  31. 
Marinette  v.  Menominee  &  M.  Light  &  Traction  Co.  (Wis.)  P.Uil.l915B, 

467— service,  332-334. 
Marinette,  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Meyer  ▼. 
Marin  Municipal  Water  Dist.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  433— commissions, 

30;   ev.  47,  51,  52;  valuation,  1,  33,  146,  205,  214,  215,  221, 

226,  231,  316,  319,  340,  341;  witn.  1. 
Re  (CaL)   P.U.R.1915C,  474 — ^valuation,  147,  217,  222,  280,  283, 

284,  333. 
Marin  Rock  Co.  v.  Marin  Water  ft  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1067 — 

service,  145. 
Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Marin  Rock  Co.  y. 
Marlborough  Gas  Petitions  (Mass.  6d.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.UJl. 

1915C,  665 — valuation,  175,  191. 
Marlborough  Gas  Petitions  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  781 — rates,  117,  118. 
Marlborough-Hudson  Gas  Co.,  Petition  of  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E. 'L. 

Comrs.)  P.U.R.1915E,  121 — secur.  iss.  133. 
Marlinton  v.  Marlinton  Service  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  277^-contr. 

2;  ev.  10;  service,  80;  water,  3. 
Marlinton  Service  Co.,  Marlinton  v. 

Maroa  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  205 — secur.  iss.  92. 
Marquis  v.  Polk  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)   P.U.R.1915C,  140— const. 

1.  37;  discrim.  184;  return,  179,  180,  194;  valuation,  2,  258. 
Marshfield  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Kestel  v. 

Marysville  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915D,  374— commis- 
sions, 31. 
Mason-Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  y.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  149— discrim.  29;  r.  r.  6;  rates,  11,  267. 
Mathews  ▼.  VioU  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wis.)   P.U.R.1916E,  360— ev.  60; 

return,  143. 
Mattoon  v.  Coles  County  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915C,  660 — 

discrim.  171;  paym.  64;  return,  185. 
Maxwell,  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  y. 
Maxwell  &  B.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.)   P.U.R.1916A,  471 — ^paym.  25; 

return,  198,  200;  valuation,  32. 
Meade  y.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915D,  630 — rates,  215; 

return,  99,  161;  service,  182;  valuation,  311. 
Meek  y.  Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915A,  956 — 

discrim.  93,  118;   paym.  50;  rates,  62,  66,  163,  164,  178,  179, 

194,  202;  return,  37,  39,  97,  144;  service,  112,  168;  valuation, 

25.  72,  75,  111,  115,  121,  127,  129,  133,  134,  164,   186,  211, 

216,  223,  287,  326.  327. 
Meeker  y.  Lehigh  VaUey  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  1072   (s.  c.  236  U.  S. 

412,  69  L.  ed.  644,  35  Sup.  a.  Rep.  328,  Modg.  128  C.  C.  A. 

311,  211  Fed.  785) — app.  21,  22;   attys.  1;   const.  1.  9,  28; 

damg.  1;  ev.  15;  Hul  act.  2-5;  reports,  8. 
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Meerbott  v.  New  York  Teltph.  Co.   (N.  J.)  P.UJta916D,  369 — rates, 

407,  408;   service,  386. 
Melvern  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Carbondale  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.IL1916B,  216 

— diacrim.  8,  168,  227. 
Menominee  &  M.  Lig^t  &  Traction  Co.,  Marinette  ▼. 
Menomonie,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C,  428— -eonsoL  16. 
Merger  of  Hydro-Blectric  Cos.,  Re  (Idaho)  P.UJL1915F,  876— <;on8ol.  3. 
Merritt   Mfg.   Co.,   Re    (N.   Y.   2d   Diat.)    P.U.R.1916F,   360 — serrice, 

30,  220,  281. 
MetropoUtan  Coach  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1916D,  740 — urates,  119. 
Metzger  v.  New  York  State  R.  Co.  P.UJR.1915F,  727   (s.  c.  168  App. 

Div.  187,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  789)— cts.  4. 
Mexico  ▼.  Mexico  Power  Co.  (Ma)  P.U.R.1915B,  908 — urates,  134,  141, 

167b,  166,  203. 
Mexico  Power  Co.,  Mexico  ▼. 
Meyer  y.  Marinette,  T.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916F,  411 — ^parties, 

6;   service,  218. 
Michigan  City,  Re  (Ind.)  P.UJL1916F,  886 — seeor.  iss.  83. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Cadillac  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v. 
▼.  Michigan  R.  Commission,  P.U.R.1916C,  263  (s.  c.  236  U.  S.  615, 

69  L.  ed.  760,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  422,  nffg  168  Mich.  230,  132 

N.  W.  1068)— app.  18,  19;  const.  1.  16,  16;  inters,  com.  11 
Michigan  R.  Commission,  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  y. 

Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Midway  Gas  Co.,  Re  (CaL)  P.UJ1.1916F,  669 — seour.  iss.  33,  61,  72-74, 

116. 
Milbank  y.  DakoU  Cent  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJa.l915B,  987 — parties, 

2;  service,  29,  393. 
Milford,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Public  Service  Com.)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  791— service,  336. 
Milford  Electric  Petitions  (Bd.  of  Qas  &  £.  L.  Ck>mr8.)  P.UJt.l916B,  577 

— discrim.  9;  rates,  133, 174;  return,  9,  17. 
Milford  Gas  Petitions  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.U.R.1915D, 

778 — paym.  33. 
Milford  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  285 — secur.  iss.  67, 

98,  99,  110. 
Military  Post  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Vt.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  330 — secur.  iss.  69. 
Milledgeville  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.)    P.UJ1.1916B,   664— discrim. 

85;  paym.  90. 
Mill  VaUey  &  Mt.  T.  Scenic  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  43 — ^vahia- 

tion,  34-41,  46,  197. 
Milwankee,  Milwaokee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  y. 

Woehsner  v. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  ▼.  MUwankee  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E, 

884— service,  340,  341. 
y.  RaUroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1916D,  691  (s.  c.  288  U.  S.  174,  69 

L.  ed.  1254,  36  Sup.  CIt.  Rep.  820,  afiTg  163  Wis.  692,  L.BJL 

1916F,  744,  142  N.  W.  491,  Ann.  Gas.  1916A,  911)*-const.  L 

1;  cts.  6. 
Twenty-Second  Ward  Advancement  Asso.  y. 
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MUwankee  Liglit,  Heat  &  Tractioii  Co.  ▼.  Cadaby  (Wis.)  P.Ult.l916E, 
893 — service,  35,  204,  337-339,  342. 
Bbenecar  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 

y.  South  Milwaukee.    See  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  ft  Traction  Co. 
V.  Cudahy. 
Milwaukee  Milk  &  C.  Shippers'  Asso.  y.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  S.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.UJ1.1916A,  263— discrim.  201. 
Milwaukee  Northern  R.  Co.,  Chronuster  y. 

Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1915A,  166 — 
secur.  is8.  71. 
Ashland  y. 
New  Richmond  y. 

y.  North  Dakota.    See  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  y.  North  Dakota, 
y.  SUte  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.  P.UJL1916D,  434  (s.  c.  30  N.  D.  221,  162 
N.  W.  513) — app.  4,  5;  apport.  16;  const.  L  64;  inters,  com. 
2;   service,  128,  258,  259. 
Wheaton,  y. 
Minnesota  ez  reL  Railroad  &  Warehouse  Commission,  Great  Northern 

R.  Co.  y. 
Missoula  Street  R.  Co.,  Beauleiu  y. 
Missouri  &  K..Teleph.  Co.,  West  y. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  Murphy  y. 

Missouri  Puhlic  Utilities  Co.,  Re.    See  Commercial  C9ub  y.  Missouri 
Public  Utilities  Co.^ 
Commercial  Club  y. 

y.  Poplar  Bluff  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  974— -oertif.  oonven.  2;  monop. 
2;  rates,  43. 
Missouri  Valley  Teleph.  Co.  y.  DakoU  Cent  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  183 — apport.  77;  rates,  441;  service,  396,  396. 
Molalla  Electric  Co.,  Hubbard  Creamery  Co.  y. 
Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  y. 
Monmouth,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  692— crossings,  11,  16. 
Monroe  y.  Detroit,  M.  &  T.  Short  Line  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  236   (— 

Mich.  — ,  163  N.  W.  669) — service,  288. 
Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  67— deprecia- 
tion, 56;  rates,  394;  return,  43,  186a,  187. 
Monterey  y.  Coast  Valley  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  726 — pro- 
cedure, 6;  rates,  33,  131,  139;  service,  179. 
Monterey  County  Waterworks,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  969 — service,  119. 
Montrose  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915A,  33 — discrim.  84. 
Mooresyille  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.19166,  157 — secur.  iss. 

143. 
Moosehead  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915D,  260— -consol. 

16,  24;  secur.  iss.  75. 
Morend  Water  Co.,  Arixona  Corp.  Commission  y. 
Morey  y.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916A,  819 — service,  261. 
Morgan'  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.,  Farmers'  Committee  t. 
Farmington  Chamber  of  Commerce  y. 
Shields  Valley  Commercial  Club  v. 
Tempo  y. 
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Ht  Alton  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UA.191dF,  9dO-^-«erTioe,  256,  267. 
Ht.  Carmel  Telepfa.  Co.,  Re  (in.)  P.U.R.1015B,  645 — apport.  22;  rates, 

391,  424,  425. 
Mt  KoBOcU  Light  k  P.  Co.  t.  Giiiui  (CaL)  P.UJt.l915C,  684 — oommls- 

sions,  29. 
T.  Thelen,  P.U.R.1916E,  291  (—  Cal.  — ,  150  Pac.  359)— oommis- 

sions,  9,  10;  moQop.  6;  orders,  16. 
Mt  U^on  V.  Mt  Unioa  Water  Co.  (Pa.)   P.U.R.1915D,  1 — rates,  1; 

return,  208. 
Mt  Union  Water  Co.»  Ht  Union  t. 
Mt  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (OaL)  P.U.R.1915A,  586 — secur. 

188.  49, 139, 161. 
Moweaqna  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (IlL)  P.UJL1915E,  857 — apport.  21;  valua- 
tion, 13. 
Manidpal  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re.    See  Re  Westbrook  Gas  Ck>. 
Mniphy  ▼.  Misaonii  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915F,  149 — app.  54;  com- 

mlBeions,  20;  erossiags,  21,  22. 
▼.  Tintem  Mi^or  Water  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915D,  289 — ^paym.  1, 

57,  70;  reparation,  3. 
Murphysboro  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.Ull.19156,  955— consol.  13. 
Murray,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJt.l915F,  54d-^procedare,  4. 

▼.  PubUc  Utmties  Commission,  P.UJ1.1915F,  486   (s.  c  27  Idaho, 

603,  150  P^.  47)— depreciation,  100;  service.  111;  valuation, 

52,  150,  158,  285,  322,  336. 
Mttscoda  Mut  Teleph.  Co.^  Pospichal  r. 

Haher  ▼.  NorfcOk  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJR.1915A,  481— discrim.  27. 
Nadeau  v.  Pacific  Light  i  Power  Corp.  (Cal.)  P.UJL1915D,  688 — ^repa- 
ration, 1. 
Natick  Petitions  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Oimrs.)  P.UJl.l915i>,  655-* 

ev.  30;  rates,  85;  return,  18. 
NaUonal  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (IlL)  P.UJt.l915A,  872 — ^return,  77; 
'  secur.  tBB.  57,  91,  162,  164. 
Waynesville  Teleph.  Exch.  v. 
National  Turn  Verein  v.  New  York  Tele^  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJL1915C, 

689 — rates,  444-446. 
Nebraska  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  (Neb.)  P.tr.R. 

1915E,  64— ev.  27. 
Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  142 — records,  6. 
Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916A,  878 — ^records,  7. 
Scoutt  V. 
Neenah  v.  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (Wis^.)  P.U.R.1915A, 

372— consol.  22,  23;   franchise,  1;   municipalities,  3,  4;   pub. 

utiL  2;  rates,  79,  144*146;  valuation,  271. 
Ndsoa  T.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (CaL)  P.UJ1.1916F,  868     service, 

357. 
Nefvada^Cattfomia  Power  Co.,  Pia>lic  Service  Condnission  t. 
Newark  v.  Wayne  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet)  P.UJL1915B,  79 — ^retum, 

177. 
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New  Bedford  &  0.  Rate  Case  (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Com.)  P.U.R.1915F, 
264 — acctg.  7;   depreciation*  20;   ev.  48;   rates,  343;   return* 
73,  103,  170;  valuation,  17,  66. 
New  Egypt  Light,  Heat,  Power  &  Water  Co^  Se  (N.  J.)  P.UJEL1915D, 

820 — rates,  199;  service,  114,  136. 
New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Goldthwaite  ▼. 
New  Jersey  Antomobile  &  Motor  Club  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.) 

P.U.R.1915B,  670 — service,  348;  st.  r.  6. 
Newland  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJE1.191&E,  89 — ^nes  & 

pen.  4. 
New  Orleans  ft  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  Mclnais  ▼. 
New  Orleans  Joint  Traffic  Bureau  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.UJt. 

1915A,  879 — ^reparation,  19. 
New  Richmond,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  243 — service,  17. 

y.  Minneapolis,  St  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  447 
— service,  227,  228,  236. 
New  Richmond  Roller  Mills  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  428 — ^water, 

9-13. 
Newton  &  Watertown  Petition  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  £.  L.  Comrs.)  P.UJft. 

1915D,  787— depreciation,  30;  rates,  219;  return,  96. 
New  York  ft  N.  S.  Traction  Co.  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJE1.1916F,  8 

— rates,  36,  50. 
New  York  &  Q.  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  821— service, 

16,  84,  91. 
New  York  &  V.  Home  Teleph.  Co.»  Whedon  ▼. 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re.  See  Agor,  Re. 
New  York  Coal  Co.  v.  Hockint  Valley  R.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJ1.1916A,  562 — 

procedure,  8. 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1024— Hsecur.  iss.  4-4),  59. 
New  York  Edison  Co.,  Stadtlander  y. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  McKenna  ▼. 
New  York  State  Railways,  Metsger  ▼. 

New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJtl916D,  287— discrim.  54. 
Alexander  v. 
Anderson  y. 
Cole  y. 
Dagwell  y. 
Griffiths  y. 
Lewis  y. 
Meerbott  y. 

National  Turn  Verein  t. 
Olbiston  y. 
Seaton  y. 
Niagara  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  North  Tonawanda  t. 
Nickaraon  y.  People's  Water  Co.  (CaL)  P.U.E.1915B,  25--reparatioii,  11. 
Niles  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mich.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  543 — secur.  iss.  134. 
Nizon  Piano  Co.  y.  Centnl  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.UJU916D,  297— -dang,  d; 

r.  r.   15, 
Noble,  Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.  y. 
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Hobte  Mot  Teleph.  Co.,  State  PmUic  Utilities  Commiesioii  ez  reL 

Noble  Telefh.  Co.  v. 
Hogales  Bleetrio  Ligkt,  Ice  &  Water  Co.,  Se  (Ariz.)  P.UJl.19150,  613 — 

monop.  10,  17. 
Nolan  ▼.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  240 — inters,  eom. 

.  5;  service,  250,  262. 
Nordberg  Hfg.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A, 

839 — ^lim.  act.  1. 
Norfolk  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  Public  Service  Ck>tti.)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  411 — acctg.  1-3,  18;  const.  1.  35;  depredation,  51,  96, 

97;  discrim.  148;  intercorp.  rd.  3;  rates,  98,  346;  return,  54, 

105,  169;  service,  293;  st.  r.  1. 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Coaley,  P.U.R.1916C,  293  <s.  c.  236  U.  8.  606, 

59^  L.  ed.  746,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  437)-^app.  17;  const.  L  6. 
Naber  y. 
Northampton  Gat  Petition,  Re  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916A,  618— apport.  6; 

const.  1.  19;  ev.  32;  rates,  229;  return,  11,  27,  94,  106-1 JI9, 

119,  129;  secur.  iss.  la;  valuation,  42,  43,  53. 
North  Dakota,  Minneapolia,  St  P.  &  S.  Ste.  H.  R.  Co.  t. 

Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Northeast  Kansas  Tdepli.  Co.  v.  Hiawatha  Mtit  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.) 

P.U.R.1915A,  1016 — service.  21;  teleph.  15. 
Northern  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Md.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  154 — industrial  switching,  1. 
Northern  New  York  Power  Corp.,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.)   P.U.R.1916B, 

70— intercorp.  rel.  7;  pub,  ntil.  10. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mont.)  P.UJi.l915D,  227 — ^rates,  294. 

y.  North  Dakota,  P.U.R.1915C,  277  (s.  c.  236  U.  S.  585,  59  L.  ed. 

735,  L.KA.— ,  — ,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  429,  Revg.  26  N.  D.  438, 

145  N.  W.  135) — app.  16;  commissions,  42;  const.  1.  4;  rates, 

313. 
y.  SUte,  P.U.R.1915C,  232  -  (s.  c.  84  Wash.  510,  147   Pac.  45) — 

const.  1.  20;  taxes,  3;  valuation,  16,  90,  91. 
North  Hoaeta  Garden  Lands  Water  Co.,  Re  (Oal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  645 — 

commissions,  63;  pub.  util.  17,  18;   rates,  482,  606c 
North  Tonawanda  v.  Niagara  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 

P.UJR.1915B,  73— discrim.   198;   natural  gas,  2;    service,  13, 

120. 
Northwestern  Telej^  Ezch.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.)  P.UJL1915S,  311     discrink 

157;   teleph.   1. 
Re  (Minn.)  P.UJL1916E,  694 — rates,  364. 
North  Yarmouth  Water  Co.,  Re   (Me.)    P.U.R.1915E,  10^— secur.  ise. 

2,  125,  145,  146;   valuation,  317. 
Norwalk,  Appeal  of,  P.U.R.1915E,  294  (s.  c.  —  Conn.  — ,  94  Atl.  988)— 

app.  12,  13,  28;  apport.  59-65;  bridges,  2. 
Norwich,  Boston  &  H.  R.  Co.  v. 

Norwich  Teleph.  Co.  y.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.   (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  941 — ^in- 
tercorp. rel.  22-24. 
Nnnnelly,  Smith  y. 
Nutting  v.  PubUc  Service  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916C,  171 — rates,  107, 

341,  363. 
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OakUnd,  A,  &  E.  R.  Co.,  R«  (Cal.)  P.U.IL1915A,  643— eecur.  iee.  15,  54. 

Oakland  City,  Oakland  City  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v. 

Oakland  City  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  t.  Oakland  City  (Ind.)   P.UJL 

1915B,  846 — depreciation,  41;  return,  146. 
Oblong  Gas  Co.,  Re  (HI.)  P.U.R.1915A,  598— depreciation,  11,  28;  dis- 

crim.  108;  paym.  32;  rates,  258,  258d,  258e;  valuation,  3,  105. 
Ocean  County  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  76 — secur.  iss.  136a. 
Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  601 — secur.  iss.  138;  valuation,  112,  113, 

118,  143,  248. 
On>onnell,  Jacksonville  R.  Co.  ▼. 

Ohio  Gas  h  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915E,  82 — secur.  iss.  141. 
Oil  Pipe  Lines,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  783 — ^inters,  com.  13. 
Oklahoma  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Case  Plow  Worin  ▼. 
Oklahoma  MilleTs'  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UIL 

1915A,  885 — discrim.  19-22. 
Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  SUte,  P.U.R.1915F,  731  (s.  c.  —  Okla.  ^, 

1^  Pac.  475) — ^mand.  4. 
Olbiston  Co.  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.   (N.  Y.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1025 — 

rates,   471-473;    service,   422. 
Olive  V.  Ulster  &  D.  R,  Co.    See  Glenford  v.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co. 
Olney  v.  Central  Illinois  PnbUc  Service  Co.  (IlL)  P.U.R.1915B,  212 — 

electricity,  4,  5;  wires  &  c.  1. 
Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.tJ.R.1915B,  416— depreciation, 

36;  secur.  iss.  136;  valuation,  103,  252. 
Omro  Electric  Light  Co.,  Charlesworth  v. 
Order  No.  433  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916C,  40 — crossings,  28. 
Order  No.  1856,  Re  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  465— discrim.  143. 
Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.,  Tualatin  Valley  Transp.  Asso.  v. 
Oregon  Power  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915C,  694— discrim.  42. 
Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.,  Re   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915A,  383 — service,  6, 

131,  132. 
Peterson  v. 
Oro  Electric  Corp.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915G,  191    (s.  e. 

169  Cal.  466,  147  Pac  118) — app.  27;  commissions,  17;  munic- 
ipalities, 8. 
Orvis  ▼.  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1000— com- 
missions, 46,  49. 
Oahkosh  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  336 

(8.  c.  —  Wis.  — ,  152  N.  W.  859) — app.  2,  33,  34;  orders,  1; 

parties,  8;  taxes,  1;  valuation,  21,  22,  57,  264,  277,  314,  352. 
Owensville  Water,  L^^ht,  Power  &  Heat  Co.,  Re   (Ind.)   P.U.R.1915A, 

1007 — rates,  505b,  524. 
Oxford  &  N.  H.  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  427 — 

rates,  388. 

Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJl.19150,  784 — service,  118. 

Armstrong  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  324 — secnr.  iss.  18,  62. 

Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  537— rates,  193. 

Re  (Aria.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  716 —  rates,  23. 
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Padic  6u  h  B.  Co.,  Se  (Gal.)  PJJlt.l915A,  7»  ■  ecrviee,  81, 100. 
Arixoiu  Coipi  Commissioii  t. 
Cramer  ▼. 
Hunt  V. 
Meade  ▼. 
Schwartz  ▼• 
Sfedale  ▼. 
Warren  v. 
Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Corp.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916A,  625 — ^paym.  82. 

Re  (Gal.)  P.UJEL1916A,  792 — secur.  iss.  53. 
Pacific  Light  &  Power  Corp.,  Nadeaii  ▼. 
Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Public  Sendee  Commission  ▼. 
Padfic  Teleph.  &  Tekg.  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1916F,  29«— discrim.  KTT, 
217;  paym.  8;  rates,  453. 
Re  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915B,  943 — urates,  368. 
Home  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  y. 
Ht^hson  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Nelson  v. 

Phinney  Are.  Improv.  Clnb  ▼. 
Wright-Diddnaon  Hotel  Co.  ▼. 
Palermo  Land  it  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  978— ev.  4;  return, 

110,  162. 
Palo  Alto  y.  Southern  P.  Co.    See  San  Mateo  County  Development  Asso. 

V.  Southern  P.  Co. 
Palo  Alto  Chamber  of  Commerce  y.  Peninsular  R.  Co.    See  Peninsular  R^ 

Co.,  Re. 
Panama  Acres  Syndicate,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915r,  869 — rates,  480,  481. 
ParUn  &  0.  Co.  y.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  460 — 

dis^im.  33;  ey.  22;  rates,  12,  268;  reparation,  18. 
Passaic  y.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.U.R.1915E,  625  (s.  c.  87  N.  J.  L.  105, 

LJtA.  — ,  — ,  96  Atl.  127) — app.  40;  cert.  2;  valuation,  56. 
Passenger  Rates,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915B,  161— ev.  31,  36,  68;  rates, 

306. 
Patoka  Teleph.  Exdi.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915C,  651 — rates,  428. 
Patterson  y.  Public  Utility  Comrs.    See  Passaic  v.  Public  Utility  Comrs. 
Payment  for  Teleph.  Service,  Re  (Wash.)  P.U.R.1915E,  951— discrim. 

216;  paym.  10,  18,  45. 
Pearl  City  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Thompson  y. 
Peaslee  v.  Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Me.)  P.UJt.l915B, 

594_di8crim.  15,  16,  40;  rates,  247. 
Peninsula  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  United  Railroads  v. 
Peninsular  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R,1915C,  763 — apport.  19;  discrim.  123; 
interurb.  r.  r.  4;  rates,  282;  service,  194. 
Palo  Alto  Chamber  of  Commerce  y. 
Pennsylvania  Co.  y.  United  States,  P.U.R.1916B,  261  (s.  c  286  U.  8. 
351,  59  L.  ed.  616,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370,  aff'g  214  Fed.  445) — 
app.  25;  const.  L  14;  discrim.  205,  206;  r.  r.  6;  tr.  1. 
Pennsylvania  Paraffine  Works  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916C, 
506— —commissions,  8,  19;  reparation,  23. 
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Pennsylvania  R.  C^^  Adfiioi  Furnace  Co.  t. 
Delaware  Rhrer  Steel  Co.  v. 
Fanners'  Transp.  Asso.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Parafiine  Works  t. 
Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  ▼. 
Sterling  Salt  Co.  v. 

V.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915D,  398   (s.  c.  126  Md.  59,  94  AtL  330) — 
discrim.  226;  ev.  14;  rates,  46,  47,  262,  271;  return^  181,  134. 
West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v. 
Penobscot  Bay  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915C,  865 — secur.  iss.  151, 

159. 

People  V.  Bridgeport  Bridge  Co.    See  Gates  v.  Bridgeport  Toll  Bridge  Co. 

People  ez  reL  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  CMnmis8ion» 

P.U.R.1916D,  423  (s.  c.  215  N.  Y.  241,  LJtA.— ,  — ,  109  N.  E. 

252,  Aff'g  159  App.  Div.  546,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  513)-*-commi8- 

sions,  12;  ev.  38,  39. 

New  York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F, 

725  (8.  c.  169  App.  Div.  448,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093)— ev.  44,  46. 

People's  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Pa.)    P.U.R.1915C,  696 — franchise,  4; 

monop.  36. 
People's  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.)   P.UJ1.1915D,  160— -depreciation,  68; 
secur.  iss.  21,  120;  valuation,  259. 
Daniels  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Farmers'  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
People's  Water  Co.,  Nickerson  v. 

Peoria  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ill.>  P.U.R.1915A,  804 — ^return,  78;  secur.  las.  68, 168. 
Perkiomen  Electric  Transit  Co.,  Re   (Pa.)   P.U.R.1916A,  82 — trackless 

trolley,  1. 
Peru  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915E,  502— depreciation,  47;  rates, 

30;  valuation,  218,  293. 
PeUluma  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915C,  742 — valuation,  34- 

41,  46,  107,  114.  120,  202,  229,  233,  325. 
Peterson  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.   (Idaho)   P.U.R.1915D,  749 — ev. 

5,  40. 
Pewaukee-Sussex  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1041 — ^rates,  416. 
Philippine  Islands  Telei^.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Bachrach's  Garage  &  Tazicab 

Co.  V. 
Philippine  Shipowners'  Asso.,  Re  (Philippine)  P.U.R.1915C,  724— -ev.  33; 

pub.  util.  32;  rates,  340. 
Phillipsburg  Horse  Car  R.  Co.  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  820 — secur.  iss. 

137. 
Phinney  Ave.  Improv.  Club  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.   (Wash.) 

P.U.R.1915A,  98 teleph.  14. 

Phoenix  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.ini5D,  600 — service,  284,  285,  290. 
Pierce  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Anderson  v. 

Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915A,  335— secur.  iss.  129. 
V.  Noble  (lU.)  P.U.R.1916C,  336 — pub.  util  30;  ratfes,  467;  teleph. 
21. 
Pioneer  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Comanche  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Darnell  v. 
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Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Steele  Teleph.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.19156,  654—- oertif. 

conven.  6;  intercorp.  rel.  16;  pub.  utiL  8.. 
Pittsboro  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  104— discrim.  86. 
Pittsbuish,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  South  Parl^  Comra.  (DL)  P.UJi. 

1915B,  150— crossing,  8,  15,  19,  26. 
Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Pennsylyania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.njl.l015C, 

875 — ^r.  r.  13,  14. 
PUtteviUe  Municipal  Waterworks  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  TOS-^^service, 

165. 
PlatteviUe,  R.  &  E.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lancaster  Slectiic  Light  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.UJ1.1915A,  298 — service,  39. 
Pleasant  Valley  Water  Co.,  Re.    See  Coalinga  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Water 

Co. 
Coalinga  v. 
Plummer  y.  Unitet  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1916C,  416 — parties,  3. 
Pocatello  Gas  &  Power  Co.  ▼.  Southern  Idaho  Water  Power  Co.  (Idaho) 

P.UJ1.1915D,  639 — urates,  191. 
Polk  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Harquis  ▼. 
Poplar  Bluff,  Missouri  Public  Utilities  Co.  ▼. 
Porter  ▼.  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916A,  695 — ^irrig.  1; 

service,  209. 
Port  Ewen  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  Y.  ad  Diet)  P.U.R.1916F,  634 

—service,  346. 
Portland  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915F,  894 — seeur.  iss.  7,  97,  132. 
Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Social  Service  Club  v. 
Pospichal  V.  Muscoda  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  99— •com- 
missions, 24;  service,  362,  363,  376. 
Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Co.,  Re,  P.U.R.1915F,  643  (s.  c.  169  App.  Div.  382, 

154  N.  Y.  Supp.  997)— orders,  4. 
▼.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915F,  863— discrim.  1,  2. 
Potato  Creek  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1916B,  860 — monop.  12. 
Potee  v.  Brooklyn  &  C.  B.  Light  &  Water  Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915A,  42 — 

rates,  120,  127 ;  valuation,  172,  172a. 
Potomac  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Coon  Bros.  Teleph.  Co.  (III.)  P.U.R.1915E,  323 — 

discrim.  164. 
Poweshiek  &  Jasper  Counties,  Grinnell  Electric  &  Heating  Co.  ▼. 
Prescott  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915C,  321 — rates,  6,  20. 
Proposed  Order  No.  187,  Re  (Okla.)  P.U.R.1915A,  823 — ^rates,  454,  459, 

463. 
Prospect,  G.  &  B.  B.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915E,  367 — rates, 

406. 
Providing   Seating   Accommodations   in   Pullmans,   Re    (Colo.)    P.U.R. 

1916D,   1098 — service,   268. 
Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  363 — intercorp.  rel.  2. 
Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1916B,  870 — intercorp.  rel.  1. 
Domke  v. 
Evanston  v. 
PubUc  Service  Commission  v.  Grays  Harbor  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.) 

P.U.R.1915C,  §18— depreciation,  108;  valuation,  61,  154,  155, 

196,  200.  ^ 
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Public  Service  Cominisaion  v.  Nevada-California  Power  Co.  (Nev.)  P.UJEL 

1915F,  592— discrim.  45;  rates,  142,  143;  returs,  148;  service, 

113,  138,  142,  174,  176. 
V.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.  (Wash.)  P.U.R^915A^  88 — ^valuatiooi, 

59,  60,  288,  336. 
People  ex  reL  New  Yerk  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
People  ex  rel.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
▼.  Piiget  Sound  Traction  Light  &  P.  Co.   (Wash.)   P.UJtl916B, 

799— commissions,  6;  return,  112;  service,  7,  47-50,  306,  306. 
▼.  Steamboat  Canal  Co.  (Nev.)  P.UJE1.1915F,  718— diserinL  128; 

valuation,  66,  94,  346. 
▼.  Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.  (Nov.)  P.UJU915F,  96 — damg. 

3;  ev.  3;  paym.  42,  69;  rates,  102,  336-339;  service,  282,  283. 
▼.  Water  Co.  (Nev.)  P.U.R.1916E,  240 — service,  87. 
r.  Water  Utilities    (Mont.)    P.UJ1.1915E,   866 — fines   &   pen.   2; 

paym.  61,  60;  rates,  602,  619,  622;  service,  62^  146,  147,  15^ 

158,  434,  439,  446. 
Public  Service  Commission  ez  reL  Hendrie  ▼.  Everett  Gas  Co.  (Wash.) 

P.U.R.1915C,  418 — ^rates,  197;  return,  121, 161. 
Bremerton  v.  Garrison-Fisher  Co.  (Wash.)-  P.UJt.l916C,  696— com- 
missions, 68;  service,  441. 
Seattle  v.  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  (Wash.)  P.UJEH916B,  136— deprecU- 

tion,  40;   paym.  84;   rates,  224;   valuation,  96,  97,  174,  234, 

247,  254,  270,  294,  318. 
Public  Service  Electric  Co.,  Bell  Electric  Motor  Co.  ▼. 

V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  P.UJ1.1915C,  229   (s.  c  87  N.  J.  L.  128, 

93  AtL  707) -^-commissions,  67;  contr.  3;  discrim.  66. 
Tieman  v. 
Public  Service  Gas  Co.,  Ball  v. 

V.  Public  Utility  Commission,  P.U.R.1916E,  261  (s.  c.  —  N.  J.  — , 

L.RA.  — ,  — ,  94  Atl.  634)— cert.  3;  valuation,  272,  823,  331. 
Sigrist  V. 
Public  Service  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1916D,  538 — st.  r.  7,  8. 
Davidson  v. 
Lippincott  ▼. 

New  Jersey  Automobile  &  Motor  Club  ▼• 
Nutting  V. 
V.  Public  UtiUty  Comrs.  P.UJ1.1916C,  224  (s.  c  87  N.  J.  L.  250, 

93  Atl.  686) — app.  37;  const.  1.  66;  estop.  3;   st.  r.  6. 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 

V.  Denver  &  L  R.  Co.  (Ck)lo.)  P.UJ1.1915C,  637 — service,  195,  196, 

199,  202,  203,  206. 
Murray  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  V. 
Public  Utility  Commission,  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  Passaic  v. 
Public  Service  Electric  Co.  v. 
Public  Service  R.  Co.  v. 
West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  ▼• 
Puget  Sound  Traction,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ▼. 
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Pukwaiia  Tekph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.ldl6A,  96a— discrim.  18«;  paym. 

24,  95;  reports,  5. 
PUTdy,  Re  (Conn.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  198 — urates,  249,  250. 
PunFiance  v.  Attica  (Ind.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  339 — service,  176. 

Raab  v.  Southera  Comities  Gas  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  320 — rates,  109. 
Railroad  Commission  v.  B^  Teleph.  Co.   (Nev.)   P.U.R.1915D,  27^-^ 
rates,  71,  464-466;  return,  126. 
Ckicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Diihith  Street  R.  Co.  r. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  ▼. 
▼.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  469 — urates, 

289,  290;  service,  219. 
Oro  Electric  Corp.  v. 
Oshkosh  Waterworks  Co.  ▼. 
V.  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1915C,  22 — ^r.  r.  16. 
▼.  Railroads  (La.)  P.U.R.1915E,  33 — rates,  292;  service,  280. 
▼.  Railroads  (La.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  158 — ^r.  r.  17.  ^ 
Valley  l^eleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  ▼. 
Railioad  Pass.  Rate  Case   (Mass.  Public  Service  Com.)    P.U.R.1915B, 
362 — apport.  12-15;  20;  discrim.  24,  25,  139-141;  ev.  28;  r.  r. 
1;  rates,  8,  18,  81,  82,  92,  264-266,  284,  297-304,  307;  return, 
8,  13,  30,  31,  102,  165. 
Railroads,  Railroad  Commission  ▼. 
Raritan  River  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915E,  72 — secur.  iss.  10,  101; 

valuation,  69-71,  88,  328. 
Rate  of  Interest,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  1074 — paym.  61. 
Rates,  Charges  &  Practices  of  Telephone  Cos.,  Re  Investigation  of. 

See  Telephone  Cos.,  Re. 
Raystown  Water  Power  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.T7.R  1915B,  862— commissions, 

15,  48;  monop.  31. 
Reading,  B.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1915C,  177 — service,  69,  85. 
Reading  Cent.  Tele^.  Co.  v.  Fayette  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1915 A,  56 — mut.   teleph.   co.   1;    pub.  util.   28;    service,   391; 
teleph.  16,  17. 
Redondo  Beach,  Re   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915B,  429 — depreciation,  23;  vahia- 

tion,  108,  275,  279,  342. 
Reedley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.U.R.1915F,  985 — secur.  iss.  88. 
Regulation  &  Control  of  Level  &  Flow  of  Water  in  Rock  River,  Re 

(Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  433 — water,  14. 
Regulations  of  Taximeters,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915E,  305 — service,  345. 
Reid  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.UJU915E,  906 — winters,  com. 

17;  service,  235,  269,  270. 
Remington  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.IL1915A,  147 — 

apport.  45;  crossings,  2,  18. 
Rensselaer,  Re  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1916B,  159 — rates,  205. 

Re   (Ind.)    P.U.R.1915D,  957 — rates,  497. 
Retsof  Min.  Co.  v.  Genesee  &  W.  R.  Co.    See  Carriers,  Re. 
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Reynold!,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  892 — rates,  78,  100,  123,  480,  606d; 

return,  5;  valuation,  73. 
Rhinelander  Power  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJt.l916A,  652— const.  1.  44,  46; 

depreciation,  48-50;  discrim.  14;  electricity,  3;  pub.  util.  11; 

rates,  2,  80,  138;  return,  92,  122;   valuation,  163,  351. 
RidiUnd  Realty  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  847— consol.  17,  26. 
Richland  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)   P.U.R.1915F,  12— diserim.  209,  215; 

paym.  16,  83;  rates,  458;  service,  369. 
Richmond  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  Viiginia  ex  reL  Richmond  ▼. 
Richmond  &  R.  River  R.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  Virsinia  ex  reL  Rich- 
mond V. 
Richmond  &  S.  R.  Ferry  &  Tranap.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  971 — 

secur.  iss.  77. 
Richmond,  F.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  ex  reL  Richmond  y. 
Rochester,  Re   (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)   P.U.R.1915A,  1095— ^v.  9;  rates,  26, 

73,  124,  342,  345;  return,  36,  62,  64,  69,  111,  168;  valuation,  9. 
Rockland,  Re  (Me.)   P.U.R.1915E,  35 — apport.  66;, const.  L  34. 
Rockland  Electric  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJt.l915D,  683 — discrim.  39;  rates, 

154,  195. 
Rock  River  Teleph.  Co.,  Byron  Teleph.  ^Co.  ▼. 

Rome  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  DUt.)  P.U.R.1915D,  305— crossings,  4. 
Rosa,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  646— depreciation,  52;  rates,  405,  429,  430; 

return,  59,  173,  199;  service,  410. 
Rowland  v.  Saline  River  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915E,  191  (s.  c.  —  Ark.  — ,  177 

S.  W.  696)— cts.  1;  inj.  1;  service,  43,  54,  55,  265. 
Rowley  Petition  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.)  P.UJ1.1916B,  984 — 

rates,  16;  sale,  1. 
Romford  FaUs  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  616— discrim. 

70,  71. 
Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  680— discrim.  11,  60-62. 
Rnmford  Falls  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  666 — pnb.  util.  9. 
Rupert  Electric  Co.,  Wiseman  v. 
Ryder  v.  Great  Bear  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.U.R.1916B,  677 — 

service,  177,  178. 

Sabetha  Mut.  Tele^.  Co.,  Re  (Kan.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  507-^epreciation,  57; 
paym.  21,  34;  rates,  381,  421,  422;  reparation,  16,  17;  return, 
184;  service,  373;  valuation,  62. 
St.  Albans  &  S.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (Vt.)   P.U.R.1915B,  99 — secur.  iss. 

70,  78. 
St.  Clair  Connty  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Belleville  v. 
St  Clair  Farmers  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  585— -discrim. 

84. 
St.  Johnsbury  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Vt.)  P.U.R.1915A,  641 — crossings, 

20. 
St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Bradford  v. 
Brotherhood,  L.  F.  &  E.  v. 
Bjrrd  v. 

Hodges  Bros.  v. 
Newland  v. 
Terrell  v. 
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St  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Parlin  &  0.  Co.  ▼. 

St  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Spring  River  Stone  Co.  P.UJt.l915G, 

306  (236  U.  S.  718,  59  L.  ed.  805,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456,  Aff'g 

169  Mo.  App.  109,  154  S.  W.  465) — ^reparation,  24. 
St  Paul  Book  &  SUtionery  Co.  v.  St  Paul  Gaslight  Co.  P.UJtl915D, 

474  (8.  c  130  JCnn.  71,  LJRA..  — ,  — ,  163  N.  W.  262— discrim. 

225,  pi.  7;  rates,  52,  55,  56. 
St  Paul  Gaslight  Co.,  St  Paul  Book  &  Stationery  Co.  ▼. 
St  Peter  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.)   P.UJL1915B,  350— discrim.  84,  100; 

paym.  77,  91. 
Salem  Electric  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.) 

P.nJt.l915E,  863 — secur.  iss.  152,  153. 
SaHnat  City  ▼.  Coast  Valleys  Gas  &  B.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  460 — 

depreciation,  7;  rates,  231;  yaluation,  109, 153,  315. 
Saline  River  R.  Co.,  Rowland  ▼. 
San  Benito  County  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1916F,  974 — 

secur.  188.  55. 
Sandpoint  v.  Sandpoint  Water  &  light  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1915F,  445— 

aectg.   11,  16;   depreciation,  17,  75,  93,  107;    return,   15,   55, 

60,  67,  118,  219;  valuation,  64,  138,  157,  180,  207,  285a,  324, 

337. 
Sandpoint  Water  &  Light  Co.,  Sandpoint  v. 

Sandusky  Gas  &  B.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915B,  426 — urates,  17. 
San  Francisco,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  938 — apport.  47,  48. 
San  Frandsco-Oakland  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915D,  44 — 

depreciation,  26;  valuation,  34-41,  46,  123,  212,  213,  220,  224, 

230,  321,  329. 
Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  855— damg.  5;  r.  r.  10. 
San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915C,  773 — secur.  iss. 

35. 
Tulare  County  Power  Co.  v. 
San  Jose  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.)   P.UJ1.1915E,  706 — acctg.  6;   ev.  37, 

57;  rates,  511;  return,  125;  service,  160;  valuation,  45. 
S^n  Lorenzo  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  1091 — aecur.  iss.  126; 

valuation,  343;  water,  4. 
San  Mateo  County  Development  Asso.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.UJt. 

1916C,  960— discrim.  23,  127,  133-137;   ev.  56;   rates,  263. 
Santa  Barbara  Gas  &  £.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  19 — gas.  1,  2. 
Santa  Cruz,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  768 — ^valuation,  95,  169,  268,  281, 

338,  339,  350. 
Schlits  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915C, 

49— discrim.  145;  rates,  291. 
Schmitt  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  443 — service, 

254. 
Schuler  Electric  &  Teleph.  Co.,  Woonsocket  v. 
Schwartz  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R,1915B,  279 — rates,  60, 

200,  211,  226. 
Scobey  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  P.U.K.1915A,  950— commis- 
sions, 32;  crossings,  1. 
Scoutt  f.  Nebraska  Tele^.  Co.   (Neb.)   P.UJ1.1916E,  564 — monop.  3. 
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ScrantOB  ▼.  Scranton  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  PJJ1L1915C,  S90— sarrkse,  16,  86u 

ScrantoB  R.  Co.»  Scranton  ▼. 

Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  ex  reL  Peters* 

burg  V. 
Seaton  y.  New  York  Teleph.  Co^    See  Lewis  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
Seattle  Lighting  Co.,  Public  Service  Commisaion  ▼. 
Selectmen  of  St.  Johnsbnry  ▼.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.    See  St.  Johnsbmy 

v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
Separate  Compartments,  Re  (La.)  P.UJt.l915E,  32— service,  272. 
Sharp,  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Sheppard,  Centerville  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Shields  Valley  Commercial  Chib  ▼•  Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 

Co.  (Mont.)  P.UJtl915A,  945— dtsorinL  155,  156;  service,  58, 

61. 
Sief  V.  Chicago,  St  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1916B,  193 — service, 

264,  265. 
Sigrist  V.  Public  Service  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1024 — service, 

82,  83. 
Simms  ▼.  Columbia  Teleph.  Co.   (Mo.)   P.U.R.1915C,  366— acctg.  25; 

depreciation,  58,  88,  102;  discrim.  52,  188;   paym.  26;   rates, 

467;  returns,  68,  195;  service,  425;  teleph.  20;  valuation,  87, 

117,  156,  305,  332. 
Sisk  V.  Abington  Electric  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  835— service,  79,  97. 
Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  State  ex  reL  Public  Service  Com- 
mission V. 
Slate  Belt  Tele^.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Blue  Mountain  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 

(Pa.)  P.U.R.1915A,  757— certif.  conven.  3,  4;  oommissions,  14; 

monop.  39;  pi.  11;  teleph.  6. 
Smith  ▼.  Atlantic  Southern  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  P.U.B.1915F,  125 — servioe, 

121-126. 
V.  Nunnelly   (W.  Va.)  P.UJ1.1915E,  177 — autoe,  1,  4,  5;  const.  1. 

62;  discrim.  193. 
Smith's  Electric  Light  &  P.  &  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.)  P.UJ1.1915B, 

854 — monop.  13,  38. 
Social  Service  Club  v.  Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Or.)  P.U.R.1915E, 

701 — service,  192,  197,  198. 
Social  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1915C,  106— discrim.  97,  104,  115; 

intercorp.  rel.  26;  rates,  401,  410,  411,  449;  reports,  6. 
South  Beloit  Water,  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  327 — 

rates,  9. 
South  Buckhannon  ▼.  Buckhannon  Light  &  Water  Co.  (W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  383 — urates,  479,  516;  remedies,  1;  service,  89,  90,  148- 

151,  448. 
South  Covington  &  C.  Street  R.  Co.  ▼.  Covington,  P.UJcL1915A,  231 

(s.  c.  235  U.  S.  537,  59  L.  ed.  350,  LJIA.1915F,  792,  35  Sup. 

\^i.  Rep.  158,  Revg.  146  Ky.  592,  143  S.  W.  28) — winters,  com. 

1,  6,  8;  service,  321. 
Southern  California  Edison  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  313 — secur.  iss. 

1,  46,  47,  163. 
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Sovthezn  Counties  Gat  Co^  Re  (Gal.)   F.UJ1.1915E,  197 — apport.  10, 
11;  depreciation,  46;  rates,  128,  262;  return,  2,  76;  valuation, 
181. 
Re  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1915A,  741 — fines  &  pen.  1;  secur.  iss.  89,  114. 
Raab  ▼. 
Soutiiem  Idaho  Water  Power  Co.»  Pocatello  Gas  &  Power  Co.  ▼. 
Southern  Ifidiisan  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.)   P.UJt.l915E,  41 — ^rates, 

417,  431;  return,  113,  114. 
Sottth^n  Pacific  MilL  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.UJL1916C,  978— discrim.  190; 

return,  204. 
Southern  P.  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.UI1.1915A,  850-— commissions,  11;  ey.  13, 
41;  rates,  329,  330. 
Re  (Gal.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  860— discrim.  18;  rates,  286,  286a. 
Palo  Alto  V. 

San  Mateo  County  Development  Asso.  ▼. 
Steiger  Terra  Cotta  &  Pottery  Works  v. 
▼.  Superior  Ct.  P.UJ1.1016F,  690  (s.  c.  —  Gal.  — ,  160  Pac.  404) — 

cert.  4;  cts.  2;  reparation,  5. 
▼,  Superior  Ct.  P.UJ1.1915F,  673  (s.  c.  —  Gal.  App.  — ,  150  Pac. .397) 

—reparation,  6. 
Tarpey  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  VirgiBia  ez  rel.  Richmond  v. 
Southern  Sierras  Power  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1916B,  27 — secur.  iss.  8. 
South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.UJL1915B,  38— consol.  29; 

secur.  iss.  82,  149. 
South  Park  Comrs.,  Pittsburgh,  a  C.  &  St  L.'  R.  Co.  ▼. 
South  Side  Gas  &  £.  Co.,  Harris  v. 

Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915E,  1087 — rates, 
53;  return,  66,  182;  valuation,  28,  80,  199,  257. 
Caruthersville  ▼. 

▼.  Danaher,  P.UJia915D,  571  (s.  c.  238  U.  S.  482,  59  L.  ed.  1419, 
LJLA.1916A,  1208,  36  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  886;  Rev'g  94  Ark.  533, 
30  LJLA.(N.S.)    1027,  127   S.  W.  963,  102  Ark.  647,   144  S. 
W.  925)— const.  1.  25. 
Knott  v. 

V.  Sharp,  P.U.R.1916F,  418  (s.  c.  —  Ark.  — ,  LJIA.1915E,  323,  177 
S.  W.  26)— discrim.  221-223;  paym.  7. 
S^edale  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1915B,  779 — commissions, 

60;  paym.  87. 
Spooner  v.  Canadian  Northern  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  P.U.R.1915G,  859 — com- 
missions, 27;  service,  214. 
Spring  River  Stone  Co.,  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v. 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  Lukrawka  v. 

Stadtlander  v.  New  York  Bdison  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915B,  685 
-—depreciation,  13;  discrhn.  120;  ev.  61;  rates,  19,  157a;  re- 
turn, 136. 
Standard  ConsoL  Min.  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.n.R.1915B,  23^-^consoL  32. 
SUndard  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  632 — secur.  iss.  28,  29,  37, 

108,  100. 
Standards  for  Gas,  Ex  parte  (Md.)  P.U.R.1915B,  884 — service,  184a. 
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Standards  for  Gas  &  E.  Service,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  541 — service, 

169,  184. 
Standards  for  Water  Service,  Re  (N.  H.)  P.UJt.l916C,  677 — service,  440. 
State,  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
V.  Cliicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  797  (s.  c.  130  Minn. 

144,  L.R.A.1916B,  764,  153  N.  W.  320)— crim.  1.  1,  2;  inj.  2; 

rates,  57,  59. 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  y. 
v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  467  (s.  c.  130  Minn.  67,  153 

N.  W.  247) — app.  9;  const.  1.  63;  ev.  23;  service,  2,  46,  266. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Oklahoma  Natural  Gas  Co.  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Public  Service  Commission  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  P.U.R. 

1915D,  558  (8.  c.  —  W.  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E.  714)— const.  1.  53-55; 

rates,  28,  29,  58. 
Railroad  Comrs.  ▼.  Florida  East  Coast  *R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  105 

(8.  c.  69  Fla.  480,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  68  So.  729)— const.  1.  2,  3; 

ev.  16, 17;  procedure,  2. 
Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  114 

(s.  c.  69  Fla.  473,  68  So.  727  )^v.  18,  19. 
Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  355 

(8.  c.  69  Fla.  491,  L.RA.— ,  —,  68  So.  761)— ev.  20;   rates, 

287,  288;  service,  279. 
Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915C,  207  (s. 

c.  69  Fla.  165,  67  So.  906) — app.  14;  commission,  7;   ev.  21; 

mand.  1 ;  service,  212,  232,  233. 
Caster  v.  Kansas  Postal-Teleg.  Cable  Co.  P.U.R.1916E,  222  (—  Kan. 

—,  150  Pac.  544) — service,  22-24,  134,  349. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Skagit  River  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 

P.U.R.1915C,  902   (8.  c.  85  Wash.  29,  147  Pac.  885) — app.  6, 

7;  commissions,  6;  discrim.  213;  ev.  11;  intercorp.  rel.  27. 
Tacoma  v.  Sunset  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  P.U.R.1915F,  947    (s.  c. 

86  Wash.  309,  L.R.A.— ,  — ,  160  Pac.  427) — franchise,  2,  3; 

municipalities,  6,  9;  teleph.  3,  4. 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  P.U.R.19156,  981, 

(8.  c.  •; —  Ind.  — ,  108  N.  E.  97) — mand.  2;  stat.  3. 
State  Bd.  of  R.  Comrs.,  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
SUten  Island  Midland  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Ist  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915B,  777 — 

secur.  iss.  80. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  v. 

▼.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  P.U.R.1915D,  119  (s.  c  267  111.  628, 

108  N.  E.  716) — ^pub.  util.  1,  23,  24;  rates,  13,  22;  stat.  2. 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Alton  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  10 — carr.  5. 
Bleomington  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R.1915F,  697— apport. 

51-53;  crossings,  23,  26. 
Woodlawn  Farm  Co.  v.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  (111.)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  783 — urates,  136. 
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SUtt  Public  Utilitiet  Commissiott  ex  reL  Noble  Telepb.  Co.  v.  Noble  M«t 

Teleph.  Co.  P.U.R.1916D,  770  (s.  c.  268  IH.  411,  109  N.  E.  298) 

— pub.  uta.  29. 
Beck  ▼.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  P.UJi.l915B,  (b.  c.  267  HI. 

93,  107  N.  E.  774)— const.  1.  69;  ev.  8;  service,  36,  230. 
SteamboAt  Canal  Co.»  Public  Service  Commlesion  ▼. 
Steamabip  Cos.,  Annual  Report  of,  Re  (Philippine)  P.UJ1.1916F,  650 — 

commissions,  62;  const.  1.  51. 
Stebbins  v.  Ootbenburg  Teleph.  Ezch.  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915C,  41— service, 

424. 
Steele  Teleph.  Co.,  Pitcher  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Steelman  ▼.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1915B,  959— discrim.  4, 

204. 
Steiger  Terra  Cotta  &  Pottery  Worka  ▼.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  601— commissions,  40;  discrim.  131,  132;  rates,  104. 
Sterling  Salt  Co.  ▼.  Geneeee  &  W.  R.  Co.    See  Carriers,  Be. 

V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.    See  Carriers,  Re. 
Stock  Ticker  Caae   (Mass.  Pub.  Service  Ck>m.)    P.UJ1.1915E,  1068 — 

discrim.  209;  inters,  com.  9;  pub.  util.  37;  service,  38,  347,  348. 
Stockton  Terminal  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)   P.U11.1915D,  1001^-seeur. 

iss.  34. 
Strown  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.)  P.UJt.l915G,  97— discrim.  100;  rates,  404. 
Stuart  ▼.  Androscoggin  Electric  Co.    See  Brann  v.  Androscoggin  Electric 

Co. 
Sugar  Pine  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.Uil.l915A,  728— acctg.  8;  valuation,  26, 

34-41,  46,  165. 
SuUivaa,  Sx  parte,  P.U.R.1915E,  441  (s.  c.  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  178 

S.  W.  537) — autos.  13-19,  23,  24;  const.  1.  24. 
Sunset  Teleph.  &  T^eg.  Co.,  State  oz  rel.  Tacoma  ▼, 
Superior  Ct.,  Southern  P.  Co.  ▼. 
Surprise  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1916C,  672— discrim.  166;  rates, 

363. 
Swan  Creek  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Idaho)   P.UJ1.1915F,  323 — ^monop.  27; 

orders,  8. 
Swanten  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio)   P.U.R.1915A,  483*-fiecur.  iss. 

103. 
Sweetwater  Water  Co.,  TumbuU  Co.  v. 
Swetland  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.    See  Wright-Dickinson  Hotel 

Co.  V.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
Switching  Service,  Re  (La.)  P.U.K.1915B,  849— discrim.  144. 
System  of  Marking  Poles,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915F,  874 — ^poles,  1. 

Tacoma  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Day  ▼. 

Tamaroa  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915B,  662 — rates,  423. 

Tampico  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  24-^i8crim. 

78,  84,  101,  116,  187;  rates,  40,  456. 
Tazentum,  Allegheny  Valley  Water  Co.  v. 
Tarpey  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915D,  621— rates,  49;  service, 

10,  223. 
TaylorviUe  v.  Central  Illinois  Publie  Serriee  Co.   (ID.)   P.UJE1.1915F, 

336 — rates,  233. 
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Teasdale  v.  Chioago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    See  McMUlan  v.  Gbioago,  4 

N.  W.  R.  Co. 
Tele^ione  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (La.)   P.U.R.1915A,  209 — service,  419. 
Telephone  Co.,  Re    (S.  D.)    P.U.R.1916A,  1032— depreciation,   14,   64; 

discrim.  34,  94,  95,  114,  150;   fines  &   pen.  3;   intercorp.  rcl. 

18,  20,  21;  paym.  2,  3,  17,  72;  rates,  414,  418-420,  447,  474; 

reports,  1-4;  xeturn,  98;   service,  44,  72,  139,  140,  360,  382, 

412;  teleph.  5. 
Tempe  v.  Mountain  States  ffeleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Aria.)  P.U.R.1915D, 

716— const.  1.  39;  disiaim.  53. 
Terminal  Taxicab  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)?>sP.U.R.1915B,  646— depreciation,  78, 

79,  85;  return,  100;  valuatfoji,  51,  89,  99,  110,  130,  190,  238, 

240-244,  263,  295.  ^  - 

TerreU  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.KJP.U.R.1916A#  486 — fines  & 

pen.  6.  N», 

Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.,  New  Orleans  Joint  Txaffic  Btt^am  ▼• 
Thelen,  Mt.  konocti  Light  As  P.  Co.  ▼. 
Theresa  Union  Tele^.  Co.,  Grantman  v. 
Thomas,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  573 — rates,  349,  366. 
Thompson  v.  Pearl  City  Independent  Tele^.  Co.   (ni.)Nf.UJll916B, 

950— intercorp.  rel.  29. 
Tionan  v.  PnbUc  Service  Electric  Go.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1916B,  674 

4;  service,  101,  104. 
Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.,  Burdick  ▼• 

Murphy  ▼. 
Tipton,  Tipton  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
Tipton  Tel^h.  Co.  v.  Tipton   (Ind.)   P.U.R.lfll5C,  361— comiBdB8l<>^3, 

65;  const.  1.  29,  30;  secur.  iss.  93.  \ 

Toledo,  St  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.»  State  PnUie  Utilities  Commission  ex  1^ 

Beck  V.  \ 

Tonopah  Sewer  &  Drainage  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  ▼. 
Tower  Grove  Heights  Improv.  Asso.  v.  United  R.  Co.    See  West  Enc 

Business  Men's  Aaso.  v.  United  R.  Co. 
Towers,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  ▼. 

V.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  P.UJ1.1915F,  474  (s.  c  126  Md.  478,  06 

Atl.  170) — service,  19,  20. 
Yeatman  v. 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Bureau^  Re  (Neb.)   P.UJi.l915A,  67— discrim. 

146;  drainage,  1. 
Tremont,  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.)  P.U.R.1915A,  ^57 — service,  129. 
Tri-County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.)   P.U.R.1916A,  129— discrim.  84,  100, 

228;  paym.  19;  rates,  372-377,  396. 
Trolleymen's  State  Conference  Board,  Re  (Conn.)  P.U.R.1915A,  708—* 

service,  8,  320,  323,  824. 
Tualatin  Valley  Trassp.  Asso.  ▼.  Oregon  Electric  R.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJL 

1915F,  809 — apport.  9;  discrim.  122;  rates,  112,  234-237. 
Tucson  Gas,  £.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.ai916C,  431 — depreciation, 

18. 
Re   (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  432 — ^paym.  96. 
Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJ;.1916G,  610 — ^return,  40,  40. 
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Xnc§on  Ga8»  B.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1916C,  611 — rates,  140. 

Butler  V. 
Tucson  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.UJL1915C,  430^-recoTd8,  5. 
Tulare  County  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915E,  817^-conBol.  9. 
y.  San  Joaquin  Light  &  P.  Corp.  (CaL)  P.UJC.1915B,  786-*damg.  2; 
.    paym.  55;  rates,  39;  service,  25. 
TumbuU   Co.   ▼.   Sweetwater   Water   Co.    (CaL)    P.UJ1.1916E,   629 — 

service,  11,  74,  430. 
Turners  Falls  Power  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L. 

Comrs.)  P.U.R.1916B,  61 — eonsol.  8;  secur.  iss.  117. 
Twenty-Second  Ward  Advancement  Asso.  ▼,  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  & 

Light  Co.  (Wis.)   P.U.Ra916A,  168 — service,  62,  291,  315. 
Twin  Falls  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Shoshone  &  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co. 

(Idaho)   P.U.R.1915E,  660— depreciation,  43;   rates,  75,  110; 

return,  154»  154a. 
Tyler,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915E,  691 — secur.  iss.  81;  valuation,  55,  171. 

Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist)  P.U.R.1915E,  126— const.  1. 
52;  rates,  27. 
Glenford  v. 
Olive  V. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.,  Re.    See  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Bureau,  Re. 
Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  143 — rates,  293. 

▼.  PubUc  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915D,  377    (s.  c.  95  Kan. 
604,  148  Pac  667)— const.  L  6;  ev.  12;  rates,  54,  84,  115,  116, 
331;  return,  132. 
Union  Tekph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915G,  53«^rates,  387. 
Union  Transfer  v.  ArixonH  Eastern  R.  Co.  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915D,  734 — 

discrim.  203. 
United  Electric  L^ht  Co.,  Re  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1915A,  341— secur.  iss.  64. 
United  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.U.R.1915G,  622 — inter^rp.  rel.  5. 
Re  (CaL)  P.U.R.1915G,  807^-commi88ions,  54;  oonsoL  18,  19,  28; 
secur.  iss.  123,  142. 
United  R.  &  Electric  Co.,  Hooper  Realty  Co.  ▼. 
Lym&n  v. 
Towers  v. 
United  R.  Co.,  Re  (Gal.)  P.UJ1.1915G,  987 — aoctg.  14,  15;  depreciation, 
99;  pub.  util.  7. 
V.  PeninsuU  Rapid  Transit  Co.    (Gal.)    P.U.R.1915F,  1012 — ^pub. 

util.  20. 
Tower  Grove  Heights  Improv.  Asso.  ▼• 
West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  v. 
United  States,  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 

United  States  ex  rel.  McReynolds  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  P.U.R.1915B, 
247   (8.  c.  236  U.  S.  318,  59  L.  ed.  598,  35  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  363, 
aff'g  212  Fed.  486) — app.  8,  39;  inters,  com.  com.  1-3. 
United  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio)  P.U.R.1915A,  557— orders,  5,  6;  secur. 
iss.  85,  154. 
Plummer  v. 
Upper  Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.,  Wharton  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
P.U.R.  Dig.— 42. 
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VaUely  ▼.  Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co,  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  5«9 — pi.  1,  2,  «; 

service,  296.  < 

Valley  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.)  P.U.R.1916A,  55— consol.  1,  30. 
Valley  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F,  872  (s.  c.  — 

Cal.  — ,  151  Pac.  740)— cert.  1. 
Valparaiso  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915E,  578— depreciation,  61; 

paym.  22;  return,  188;  yaluation,  204. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.,  Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.  ▼. 

State  ex  reL  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Vinal  Haven  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1022 — monop.  85. 
Viola  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Mathews  ▼. 
Virginia  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  ex  reL  Richmond  ▼. 

Wadley  Sonthem  R.  Co.  ▼.  Georgia,  P.U.R.1915A,  106  (s.  c.  235  U.  S. 

651,  59  L.  ed.  405,  35  Sup.  a.  Rep.  214,  arflTg  137  Ga.  497,  73 

S.  E.  741) — app.  15;  const.  L  10,  21,  26,  27. 
Wadsworth  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  Com.  2d.  Dist.)  P.U.R.1915C,  402 — 

crossings,  3. 
Wagner  v.  Grand  Tmnk  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916P,  905 — service,  127. 
W.  &  F.  Oil  Co.,  Ardmore  Oil  Producers'  Asso.  ▼. 
Ward  &  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.)  P.UJl,1915A,  1003 — paym. 

74. 
Warren  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  B.  Co.  (Oil.)  P.UJ1.1915A,  702 — apport.  39; 

service,  65. 
Washington  ft  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.19156,  558— depreciation, 

76,  77;  valuation,  76,  106,  116, 118a,  122,  131. 
Washington  R.  &  B.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915F,  34— <M>mmis8ions,  53, 

61;  St.  r.  4. 
Re  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1072 — secur.  iss.  90. 
Water  Co.,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Water,  G.  £.  9^  T.  Utilities  Requiring  Deposits,  Re  (Cal.)  P.n.R.1915E, 

717— ^iscrim.  214,  218;  paym.  4,  5,  44,  47,  49,  56,  58,  59,  62- 

64,  79-81;  return,  44;  service,  4,  63,  92-95,  137. 
Water  Mains  of  Glidden,  Re  Extension  of  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1027 — 

service,  88. 
Waters,  Crider  v. 
Watertown  Nat  Bank,  Davis  ▼. 
Water  Utilities,  Public  Service  Commission  v. 
Watson^  Re    (N.  J.)    P.U.R.1915A,  307 — paym.  65;    rates,  520,  525; 

service,  144,  435-438. 
Watts  Engineering  Co.,  Columbia  ▼. 

Waupaca  Electric  Light  &  R.  Co.,  Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home  v. 
Wayne  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 

(111.)   P.U.R.1915E,  673 — monop.  40;  service,  889. 
Wayneaville  Teleph.  Exch.  v.  National  Teleph.  &  Electric  Co.   (111.) 

P.U.R.1915E,  496 — service,  402-404. 
Wa3me  Teleph.  Co.,  Lyons  v.    See  Newark  v.  Wayne  Teleph.  Co. 

Newark  v. 
Weaver  ▼.  Kirksville  Light,  Power  &  Ice  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915C,  114 — 

discrim.  82;  return,  28,  141. 
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Webster  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.)  P.U.R.1916E,  516 — apport.  23;  de- 
preciation, 4,  9,  29,  33,  55,  69;  paym.  40;  return,  26,  88,  190; 
valuation,  160,  167. 

Weekly  v.  Dungeneea  Whaxf  (Wash.)  P.U,R.1915C,  698 — ^rates,  526; 
reparation,  14. 

West  ▼.  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph.  Co.  (Kan.)  P.U.R.1915A,  208 — parties, 
1;  pi.  13. 

Westboro  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915B,  531 — monop.  14;  pro- 
cedure, 1;  service,  390. 

Westbrook  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Me.)  P.U.R.1915B,  358 — secur.  iss.  61,  118, 
119,  131. 

West  End  Business  Men's  Asso.  ▼.  United  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1915D,  482 
—commissions,  47;  ev.  2,  54;  rates,  348;  return,  124;  service, 
18,  45,  286,  289,  297,  304,  319,  328-331,  344;  st.  r.  11. 

Western  Asso.  v.  Hackett  (Cal.)  P.U.R.1915F,  997 — autos.  6;  com- 
missions, 13;  orders,  10;  pub.  util.  21. 

Western  Illinois  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.)   P.U.R.1915F,  43— discrim.  32. 

Western  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.)  P.U.R.1915A,  884 — rates,  384. 

Western  P.  R.  Co.,  Carnegie  Brick  &  Pottery  Co.  v. 

Western  Teleph  Co.,  Re  (Or.)  P.UJ1.1915F,  290— depreciation,  68; 
return,  178;   valuation,  260,  309. 

Western  United  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  317 — paym. 
43,  48. 
Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915A,  1086 — paym.  97;  rates,  221,  222; 
Creuts  V. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  Port  Ewen  ▼• 
Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  ▼. 

West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  PubUc  Utility  Comrs.  (N.  J.)  P.UJ1.1915D, 
847— —commissions,  1;  const.  1.  61;  cts.  3;  leases,  1. 

West  Virginia  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  y.  Pennstlvmnia  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  11— ev.  34,  35;  rates,  103. 

Wharton  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Upper  Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.  (Ohio)  P.UJl. 
1915B,  174 — apport.  78;  rates,  435;  service,  394. 

Wheaton  v.  IfinneapoUs,  St.  P,  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1915A, 
332— crossings,  27. 

Whedon  v.  New  York  &  V.  Home  Tele^  Co.  (N.  Y.  2d  Diet.)  P.UJl. 
1915D,  301 — rates,  468. 

WUdwood,  A.  &  H.  B.  Gas  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1915A,  342 — apport.  7, 
8;  discrim.  12;  rates,  227. 

Williamsport,  Re  (Pa.)  P.UJtl915C,  700— commissions,  35,  56;  munic- 
ipalities, 10. 

Williamsville-Sh^rman  Tele^.  Co.,  Cooper  ▼. 

Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  P.U.R.1915A,  845  (s.  c. 
236  U.  S.  151,  59  L.  ed.  508,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  276,  aff'g  166 
Cal.  741,  137  Pac.  1153) — ^inters.  com.  7. 

Wilton  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915B,  230— apport.  56. 

Windsor  Water  Co.,  Gittings  ▼. 

Winslow  &  S.  W.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.)  P.U.R.1915D,  768 — rates,  380. 

Winslow  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.)  P.U.R.1915B,  1043 — secur.  iss.  106. 

Wisconsin,  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
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Wisconsin-MiniesoU  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Wit.)   P.U.R.1915B,  8Sd-^ 

service,  67,  106. 
La  Crosse  v. 
IT^nsconsin  Tdeph.  Co.»  Se  (Wis.)  P.UJLIOI^,  SlT^-diserim.  180;  rates, 

369;  seryice,  359. 
Wisconsiii  Traction  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Braffoxd  ▼. 

Neenah  ▼. 
Wteconsin  Veterans'  Home  ▼.  Wanpaca  Electric  Light  ft  R.  Co.  (Wis.) 

P.UJ1.1915A,  261— const.  1.  66;  procedure,  7;  service,  40,  41; 

St.  r.  2,  3. 
Wiseman  v.  Rupert  Electric  Co.  (Idaho)  P.UJ1.1916E,  901 — ^pl.  10. 
Woehsner  ▼.  Milwaukee  (Wis.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  270 — rates,  344,  361,  362. 

V.  Milwaukee  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915A,  837 — rates,  361. 
Wolverton  v.  Atchison,  T.  As  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.)  P.UJ1.1916A,  825 — 

service,  238. 
Wonewoc  TeleiOi.  Co.  v.  La  Valle  T^eph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1915G,  740 

— monop.  16. 
Woonsocket  v.  Schuler  Electric  &  Teleph.  Co.  (S.  D.)  P.UJR.1916B,  229 

—depreciation,  60;  discrim.  151;  return,  197. 
Wright-Dickinson  Hotel  Co.  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Or.)  P.UJt 

1915F,  828— discrim.  211;  orders,  2;  rates,  433;  service,  408. 

Yeatman  v.  Towers,  P.U.R.1915E,  811  (s.  c.  126  Md.  613,  96  Ail.  168) — 
const.  L  47,  48,  60,  65;  pub.  util.  16;  rates,  44,  45. 

Zilm,  Re  (111.)  P.UJtl916B,  660— discrim.  100,  176;  rates,  396. 
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Alpha-Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-892,  Jan.  6,  1915)    (2  cases)   P.U.R. 

1915A,  646. 
Alpha  Mut.  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (111.  No.  E-179,  April  3,  1915)   P.U.R 

1915F,  1115. 
Alton  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.    (Wis.  Sept.  20,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1104. 
Alton  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (111.  Nos.  766,  and  767,  May 

6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
Alton  &  J.  R.  Ck).,  Re  (111.  No.  2710,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  799. 
Alton  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3445,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
id.   (111.  T-4,  March  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  62. 
id.   (111.  No.  3596,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
id.  V.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  857,  June  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
id.  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  776,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

187. 
Alton,  G.  &  St.  L;  Traction  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4245,  Sept.  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  802. 
id.  Granite  City  &  M.  Belt  Line  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
Alverdton  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio  No.  649,  July  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

833. 
Amendment  No.  1  to  Order  No.  B-71    (Ark.  File  No.  H.  M.  G.-C6, 

April  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  59. 
Amendment  of   §   13   of  Regulations   for   Operation   &   Equipment   of 

Street  Railway  Cars,  Re   (D.  C.  Formal  Case  No.  18,  P.U.C. 

No.  1120/7,  June  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 
American  Brass  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1617,  Aug.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1054. 
American  Exp.  Co.,  Ex  parte   (La.  No.  2348,  May  10,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  672. 
id.  Re  (La.  No.  2348,  May  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
id.   (Mich.  X-2902,  Feb.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
id.   (Or.  F-437,  Order  No.  20,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  673. 
American  Iron  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Minn.  A-1691, 

July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  854. 
American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  222,  Aug.  18,  1915)  P.UJR. 

1915F,  1096. 
Ames  Shovel  &  Tool  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.   (Me.  Aug.  11,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Amherst  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2493,  Aug.  31,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  640. 
Anamoose,  Re  (N.  D.  No.  823,  Jan.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
Anderson,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1374,  March  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1485,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  108. 
Andover  Gardens  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  July  12,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
Andover  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3440,  Aug.  5,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Annapolis  Teleph.   Exch.,  Re    (111.  No.   3836,  Aug.   19,   1915)    P.U.R, 

1915F,  687. 
Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  519,  June  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1»15E,  87. 
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Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-928,  May  12,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 
902. 
id.  Michigan  Mfrs.  Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
id.  Northern  Line  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.  Ohio  &  M.  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Analey  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2312,  Jan.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E, 

1105. 
AnaonTille  y.  Winston-Salem  Southbound  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June  9,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1915E,  922. 
Antelope  Creek  &  R.  B.  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2141,  App.  No. 

303,  Feb.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915A,  797,  799. 
Antioch  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3706,  May  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 

1103. 
Appanoose  County,  Centerville  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Appleton,  Re  (Wis.  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  1027. 
id.   (Wis.  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  960. 
id.   (Wis.  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1032. 
id.   (Wis.  April  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1066,  1072. 
id.   (Wis.  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1081,  1082. 
id.   (Wis.  April  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
id.  V.  CarlisliB  &  Mt.  H.  R.  Co.    (No.  284,  Aug.  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915F,  1104. 
Arcadia  Electric  Light  &  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2487,  Aug. 

26,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
Archbold  &  S.  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  521,  Aug.  31,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  640. 
Arias  v.  Philippine  R.  Co.   (Philippine,  No.  133,  June  1,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  918. 
Arizona  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  256,  May  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D, 
933. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  291,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1090. 
Arizona-Electric  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  264,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  933. 
Arizona  Hydraulic  Power  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  195,  March  9,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  933. 
Arizona  Power  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  No.  234,  March  2,  1915)   P.UJt.l915D, 
933. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  28,  March  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
Arkansas   C.   R.   Co.,   Re    (Ark.   File  H.  M.   G-A-12,  July   10,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 
Arkansas,  L.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte    (La.  No.  2402,  July  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  916. 

Arkansas  Valley  Electric  Co.,  Florence  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  925. 

Aroostook  Valley  R.  Ck).,  Re  (Me.  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  76,  Aug.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  68,  Aug.  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  996. 

Ashland  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  39,  July  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  182. 

id.   (Me.  No.  40,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  182. 
Ashland  Sewer  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2522,  Sept.  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 
803. 
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Ashley,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1657,  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1»15E,  831. 

Ash  Swale  Grange  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Or.  F-398,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  922. 
Ashton  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3162,  April  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

924. 
Ashton  A  St.  A.  Power  Co.,  Re   (Ida.  Case  No.  F-70,  Order  No.  204, 

Feb.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  296. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  43,  Feb.  7,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915B,  196. 

id.  (Cal.  Case  No.  10,  May  10,  1916)  P.U.R.19UC,  92. 

id.   (111.  No.  3958,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  1070. 

id.   (111.  No.  3309,  March  31,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915E,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  4046,  July  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.  (Ck)lo.  Case  No.  10,  May  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 

id,   (111.  T-.18,  March  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  63. 

id.  (111.  T-25,  April  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  63. 

id.   (111.  T-27,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 

id.   (111.  T-49,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  66. 

id.   (111.  T-63,  June  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  68. 

id.  (111.  T-69,  July  1,  1915)    P.U.R.1916F,  69. 

id.   (111.  T-71,  July  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  69. 

id.   (lU.  T-72,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  69. 

id.   (111.  T-80,  July  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  70. 

id.   (111.  T-92,  Sept.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  71. 

id.   (111.  T-95,  Sept.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  72. 

id.   (Cal.   App.  No.   1461,  Dec.  No.  2096,  Jan.   20,   1915)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  186. 

id.   (111.  No.  1^1045,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 

id.  <Cal.  Dec.  No.  2786,  App.  No.  1727,  Sept.  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1915F,  1090. 

id.   (111.  T-43,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1091. 

id.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 

id.  Gold  Banner  Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 

id.  Golden  State  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  60. 

id.  Heyman  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 

id.  Levick  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  922. 

id.  Levi  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1106. 

id.  New  Mexico  Wool  Growers'  Asso.  ▼.,  P.U.R.1916E,  926. 

id.  Reading  Twp.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 

id  Santa  Fe  Gold  k  C.  Min.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1068. 

id.  Soo  Terminal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1099. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  65. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916P,  72. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  East  St.  Louis  Com- 
mercial Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  73. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Manufacturers'  ft  8. 
Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
Athens  County  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio  No.  417,  Jan.  21,  1916) 
(2  cases)   P.U.R.1915A,  661. 
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Athens  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Ohio  No.  486,  May  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B, 
86. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  485,  May  17,  1935)  P.U.R.1915E,  832. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.,  Cook  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  854. 

id.  Kingston  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922.  ' 
Atlantic  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  No.  66,  Aug.  2,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 
962. 
id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  86,  Sept.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 
Auhurndale  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  k  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
Augusto,  G.  &  B.  S.  B.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  Feb.  1.  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  6ia 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  53,  Aug.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  962. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  68,  Aug.  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  962. 
id.   (Me.  U-65,  Sept.  18,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1068. 
id.   (Me.  U.-No.  67,  Sept.  30,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915F,  1068. 
Augusta  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  3879,  Sept.  2,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3856,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 
829. 
id.   (111.  No.  4084,  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  799,  800. 
id.  T.  Chicago,  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3969,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1118. 
Id.  Community  Betterment  Ck)mmittee  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Automobiles   &  J.  Busses,  Re    (Md.   Case  No.  939,  Order  No.  2322, 

May  13,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915F,  1053. 
Avilla  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1389,  June  11,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1098. 
Avilla  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  226,  March 
5,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915E,  853. 

Baggs,  Re  (Wyo.  No.  6,  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 

Baldwin  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  E-178,  April  3,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916F, 

1115. 
Baltimore  &  0.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3614,  March  31,  1915)  P.UJL 
1915F,  1076. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-269,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
Baltimore  &  0.  Connecting  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3672,  March  31,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
Baltimore  &  O.  C.  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3932,  June  30,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
id.   (111.  No.  3918,  June  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Clydesdale  Stone  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  57. 
id.  Hopple  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  Kinghorne  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 
id.  Mase  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 
id.  Mase  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  R.  Co.,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R. 

1915F,  68. 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3948,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.UJL 
1915F,  72. 
id.   (111.  No.  3555,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
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Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  Settle  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
id.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities   Commission  ex  rel.   Finley   ▼,,  P.U.R. 
1915F,  171. 
Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  Jan.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  138. 
id.   (Me.  Feb.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1915A,  618. 
id.   (Me.  March  12,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  296. 
id.   (Me.  May  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  930. 
id.   (Me.  March  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  49,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  75,  Aug.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  R.  IL  84,  Sept.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  58,  July  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  962. 
id.   (Me..R.  R.  No.  831,  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 
id.   (Me.  Jan.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1935E,  962. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  23,  March  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  32,  1,  April  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
•     id.   (Me.  R.  R.  Nos.  61  A  62,  July  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
id.  Ames  Shovel  &  Tool  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  Femald  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100, 
id.  Page  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Bangor  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  72,  Oct.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1068. 
Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  56,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
Banner  Clay  Works  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3730,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 
Banning  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1268,  April  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  74. 
Banta,  Re  (Mo.  No.  593,  Jan.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
Bar  Harbor  &  U.  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (Me.  No.  59,  Sept,  2,  1915) 

P.U.R.1015E,  639. 
Barker  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-140,  April  28,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-140,  April  28,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  925. 
Bamaby  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1051,  Aug.  5, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
Barnard  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-184,  Aug.  7,  1915)  P.U.R 

.     1915E,  923. 
Barnes  Teleph.  Co.   (Wis.  May  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  1107. 
Bamett  Foundry  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.    (N.  J.  Jan.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915D,  300. 
Barron  v.  Barron  County  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  July  6,  1915)  P.UJL1916E, 

946. 
Barron  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Barron  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Bascom   Farmers*  Mut.   Teleph.,   Re    (Ohio  No.   538,  June  30,   1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
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Batefiville  WaterworlcB  Co.,  Be   (Ind.  No.  1565,  June  4,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  929. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1752,  Sept.  27,  1915)    (2  cases)   P.U.R.1915F,  1038. 
Bath,  Re  (Me.  March  31,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  170. 
Baton  Rouge  Chamber  of  Commerce  y.  Morgan's  L.  ft  T.  R.  &  6.  S. 

Co.    (La.  No.   2372,  Order  No.   1938,  Oct.  20,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1092. 
Battle  Ground  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  1814,  Sept.  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1038. 
Bay  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  App.  No.  1230,  Dec.  No.  2052,  Jan.  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  853. 
id.  V.  M.  W.  &  S.  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No.  432,  Order  No.  137, 

Sept.  3,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F,  1093. 
Bear  Oeek  Coal  Ck).  v.  Montana,  W.  &  S.  R.  Co.   (Mont.  Docket  No. 

433,  Order  No.  121,  April  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1915P,  77. 
Reason  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3768,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1040. 

id.   (111.  No.  3807,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  852. 
Beaver  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1103. 
Beck  V.   Greenburg  Water   Co.    (Ind.   No.   385,  May  3,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1114. 
Beecher  City  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3422,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1103. 
Beem  Street  Bus  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3977,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D, 

1044. 
Bekkedel  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  April  20,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1068. 
Belknap  Cement  Products  Co.  v.  Toledo,  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-864, 

May  12,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915F,  76. 
Belleville  v.   Belleville   Water   Supply   Co.    (111.   No.   8081,    Sept.   21, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
Belleville  Water  Supply  Co.,  Belleville  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
Belmont  &  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  March  29, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 

Beloit  V.  Beloit  Water  Gas  k  E.  Co.    (Wis.  April  22,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915B,  1027. 
Beloit  Water  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Beloit  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  1027. 
Belt  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-21,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  63. 
Belvidere,  Belvidere  City  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1103. 
Belvidere  City  R.  Co.  v.  Belvidere  (IlL  No.  8753,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1103. 
Benjamin  Coal  Co.  v.  CHiicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  June  23, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

Benton,  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 

Benton  Harbor  ▼.  Cleveland,   C.   C.   &  St.  L.  R.   Co.    (Mich.  D-877, 

April  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
Benton  Harbor-St.  Joe  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-372,  April  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  901. 
Benton    Southern   R,   Co.,   Re    (111.   No.   4021,   Aug.   9,    1915)    P.UJl. 

1915E,  639. 
id.    (111.  No.  4018,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
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Berea  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  613,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

86. 
Berwick  Switchboard  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3580,  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

99. 
Bethlehem  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  D-247,  AprU  15,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  184. 
Biddeford  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  64,  Aug.  6,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  996. 
Biddeford  &  S.  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  961. 

id.   (Me.  Sept.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
Biddeford,  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  43,  June  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
Binghamton  R.  Co.,  Port  Dickinson  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1103. 
Bixter  v.  United  Electric  Co.  (Pa.  No.  331,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

856. 
Blackstone  Valley  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (R.  I.  No.  175,  Feb.  10,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916E,  963. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  176,  Feb.  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  86. 
Blaine  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  March  12,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916B,  198. 
Blaisdell  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  26,  Aug.  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1099. 
Blandinsville  Switchboard  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3739,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  687. 
Blay  V.  Strawberry  Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  947. 
Blixt,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.UJR.1915E,  968. 
Bloomington  &  N.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3051,  March  18,  1915) 
P.U.RJ1915D,  1037. 
id.   (111.  No.  3910,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1042. 
Bloomington,  D.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  T-1,  March  11,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  61.     , 
id.   (111.  T-16,  March  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  63. 
id.   (111.  T-90,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  71. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  69. 
Blue  Ridge  Line  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Ck).   (N.  C.  Aug.  27,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1100. 
Boardman  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  May  1, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Bock,  Re  (Minn.  File  A-1681,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  921. 
Boise  R.  Co.,  Robinson  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1086. 
Bonner  Marble  &  Lime  Co.,  Re  (Ark.  File  H.  M.  G.-B-26,  Order  Na 

B-89,  July  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
Boonville,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1632,  July  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
Boring-Kim  Produce  CJo.  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  A  0.  R.  Co.    (Okla.  No. 

•^053,  June  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  May  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  March  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  No.  747,  June  10,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915E,  961. 
id.   (N.  H.  March  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 
id.  Bethlehem  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  184. 
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Boston  ft  M.  R.  Co.,  Northfidd  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  184. 

id.  State  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  172. 
Bowman  Dairy  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No  2863,  April  8, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
Boyd,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2619,  Sept.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
Boyle  V.  St.  Louis,  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  94. 
Boyle  Ice  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Ill  No.  2991,  Sept.  2,  1916)    ' 

P.U.R.1915F,  71. 
id.  V.  ]Vfinneapoli8,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2992,  Sept. 

2,  1915)  P.UJR.1916F,  71. 
Bradford  &  G.  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  620,  June  18, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1915E,  87. 
Braham  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Minn.  Aug.  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  77. 
Brattleboro,  Rice  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  997. 

Breckenridge,  Re  (Mich.  X-5763,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Brecken ridge  Chamber  of  Commerce  t.  Coloradb  &  S.  R.  Co.    (Colo. 

Case  No.  37,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Breed  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916C, 

78. 
Brennan  Packing  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3790,  May  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1083. 
Bridgeport,  Re  (Conn.  Docket  No.  1526,  AprU  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

854. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1526,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  926. 
Brockton  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Comrs.  Feb.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B, 

67,  68. 
id.   (Mass.  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  851. 
Brogden  v.  Southern  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1110. 
Brook  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  1819,  Oct.  7,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1038. 
Brookville  ft  L.  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  456,  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191 5E,  84. 
Brown  v.  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  361,  April  6,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916D,  1071. 
Browning,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2687,  App.  No.  1833,  Aug.  12,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  829. 
Bruce  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2559,  July  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

1103. 
Buck  Co.  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1036,  Apr.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1009. 
Buckeye  Irrig.   Co.,   Re    (Ariz.   No.    182,   Oct.   9,   1916)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1037. 
Buckeye  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  448,  March  1, 1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

832. 
id.   (Ohio  No.  482,  May  4,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916E,  832. 
Buckley  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  No.  443,  Jan.  28,  1915)  P.U.R 

1916F,  176. 
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Bucyrus  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  419,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A, 

351. 
Buffalo,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  210,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  997. 
Buffalo  &  L.  E.  Traction  Co.,  Crowley  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
Builders'  A  T.  Exch.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  System  (Mich.  D-940,  Aug.  81, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  56,  57. 
id.  V.   Grand   Trunk   R.    System    (Mich.   D-940,   Aug.   81,    1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
id.  V.   Grand   Trunk   R.    System    (Mich.   D-940,   Aug.    31,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Bunnell  &  Son  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Ck).  (S.  D.  F-185,  June  26, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Burchard,  Re  (Minn.  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
Bureau    County    Independent    Teleph.    Co.,    Re    (111.    E-215,    June    3, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Burke  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

P.U.R.1915F,  183. 
Burlingame,  Re  (Cal.  t)ec.  No.  2267,  App.  No.  1408,  March  31,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  183. 
Bumham  v.  Kensington  A  E.  R.  Ck).    (111.  No.  3642,  July  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
Burt  County  Teleph.  Ck).,  Re    (Neb.  App.  No.  2350,  March  5,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  422. 
id.   (Neb.   Supp.   App.   No.   2350,   March   18,   1915)    P.U.R.1915B, 

422. 
Business  Men's  Asso.  y.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  329,  March 

17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  918. 
Business  Men's  Club  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Ck>.    (Minn.  File  A>1648, 

May  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
Butler  County  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ark.  File  H.  M.  G.-B-41,  Order  No.  R-87, 

June  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
Butler  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1225,  May  18,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 

.  109. 
Butterfield,  Re  (Minn.  File  A-1646,  Aug.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 

Cabarrus  v.  Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Philippine,  No.  173,  July 

6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1087. 
Cabool  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (Mo.  No.  534,  March  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  184. 
Cadillac  Lumber  Exch.  v.  Morris  (Mich.  D-776,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  76. 
Cadott  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Cady,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2144,  App.  No.  1511,  Feb.  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915A,  797. 
Cairo  v.  Cairo,  V.  A  C.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  2805,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  171. 
Cairo  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  L-956,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 

id.   (111.  No.  4164,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
Cairo,  V.  A  C.  R.  Co.,  Cairo  v.,  P.U.R.19I5F,  171. 
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Calhoun  County  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3926,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

851. 
Calhoun  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-821,  March  17,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  901. 
Calhoun  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3416,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E, 

1103. 
California  Rice  Mills  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2783,  Case  No. 

831,  Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
Calumet  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3812,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1044. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-947,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 
Camas  Prairie  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ida.  Case  No.  94,  Order  No.  202,  Feb.  8, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1915D,  1070. 
id.  Peterson  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 
Cambridge  v.  Chicago  &  L.  S.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  April  13,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  177. 
Cambridge  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  May  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E, 

126. 
Camden  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Michigan  State  Teleph.  (Do.    (Mich.  D- 

578,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1112. 
Cameron    Farmers'    Teleph.    Co.,    Re    (Wis.   April    29,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  1107. 
Campbell,  Re    (Ida.  Case  No.   F-84,  Order  No.  229,  May  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  853. 
Canaan  Electric  Co.,  Rg   (N.  H.  D-193,  June  30,  1916)    P.U.R.1915E, 

832. 
Canadian  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  No.  48,  June  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1089. 
Canistota  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (S,  D.  F-189,  Aug.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1076. 
Canton  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  646,  July  16,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

88. 
Canton  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  E-187,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1015F, 

1116. 
id.   (111.  No.  3842,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1116. 
Canton  Social  Center  y.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co    (Wis. 

June  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Capay  Warehouse  Asso.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2463,  App.  No.  1663,  June 

10,  1915)    (2  cases)  P.U.R.1915F,  663. 
Cape  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re    (Me.  R.  R.  100,  Oct.  19,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1061. 
Capital  City  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Vt.  No.  425,  Sept.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

804. 
Capital  Traction  Co.,  Re   (D.  C.  Formal  Case  No.  19,  P.  IT.  C.  No. 

1431-81,  Order  No.  153,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 
Carbo  Steel  Post  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2881,  May  6, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Carlisle  &  Mt.  H.  R.  Co.,  Appleton  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1104. 
Carmel  v.  C.  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1007,  Jan.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B, 

196. 
Carrabassett  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Me.  May  11,   1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1075. 
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Carroll  County,  Steinliauer  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  848. 

Carroll  County  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-214,  June  3,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1915F,  1117. 
Carter  ft  W.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1103. 
Cascade  Land  v.  Marion  Water  &  P.  Co.  (Cal.  No.  761,  June  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  865. 
CaseyviUe  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3896,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 
id.   (111.  No.  3897,  July  1,  1915.  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 
id.   (111.  No.  3838,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  189. 
Cast  Stone  Constr.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1068. 
Cataract,  Power  &  Conduit  Co.,  Fuhrmann  v.,  P.UJ1.1916E,  262. 
Cause  No.  1570  (Tex.  Feb.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  88. 

id.  No.  1620  (Tex.  Feb.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  88. 
Cavanaugh  v.  Consolidated  Light  &  P.  Co.    (111.  No.   3702,  June  3, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Cavin  v.  Missouri  Co.  (Okla.  No.  893,  March  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 
Cayuga  Electric  CJo.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1294,  Feb.  12,  1915)   P.UJt.l9l5E, 

848. 
C.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2335,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1089. 
C.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Rook  Constr.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Cebu  V.  Philippine  Islands  R.  Co.  (Philippine,  No.  132,  Aug.  12,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
Cedar  Valley  Power  Co.  v.  Floyd  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-142,  Feb.  27, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915A,  936. 
Centerville  Light  &  P   Co.  v.  Appanoose  Cotmty  (Iowa,  Docket  E-158, 

June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  847. 
Central  Dist.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  505,  May  25,  1915)   P.U.R 
1915E,  833. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  569,  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
id.   (111.  No.  492,  May  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  518,  June  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  632,  Oct.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1113. 
Central  Elevator  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4064,  July  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

852. 
Central  Grain  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  CJo.   (Ind.  No.  792,  Feb.  19, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
C«itral  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1770,  Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1087. 
GentraUa  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3540,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F, 

186. 
Central  Illinois  Electric  CJo.,  Re  (111.  No.  3939,  July  8,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915E,  849. 
Id.   (111.  No.  3941,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
id.  (HI.  No.  3937,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  950. 
id.  (111.  No.  3548,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1073. 
Central  Illinois  Grain  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3748,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R 
1916E,  852. 
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Central  Illinois  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3386,  March  4^ 

1916 )  •  P.U.R.1915A,  929, 
Central  IllinoU  Light  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3626,  April  22,  1915)   P.UJL 
1915D,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  3658,  April  22,  ^915)  P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
id.   (111.  No.  3740,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  860. 
id.  (111.   Case  Nos.   3582,  3584  and  3586,  May  7,   1915)    P.UJL 

1915F,  1116. 
id.   (lU.  No.  3583,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.   (111.  No.  4204,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  P.  A  St.  P.  L.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  E-188,  May  6, 
1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
Central  Illinois  Pub.  Service  Co.,  Ex  parte   (111.  No.  3889,  June  17, 
1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
id.  Re  (111.  No.  3448,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  296. 
id.   (111.  No.  3819,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
id.   (EL  No.  3919,  July  22,  1915)    P.U.R,1915E,  849. 
id.   (111.  No.  4037,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
id.   (111.  No.  4038,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  849. 
id.   (111.  No.  4158,  Sep.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
id.   (111.  No.  4112,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
id.   (111.  No.  3677,  Aug.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
id.   (111.  No.  4164,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
id.   (lU.  No.  3858,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 
id.   (111.  No.  C-934,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  (111.  No.  3878*  June  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  (111.  E-225,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1117. 
id.   (111.  No.  4112,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  Chicago  &  I.  Midland  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
id.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  Ipava  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Central  lUinois  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3599,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1039. 
Central  Indiana  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1799,  Sept.  17,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  803. 
Central  Indiana  Lighting  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1124,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  108. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1594,  July  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  109. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1762,  Sept.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  802. 
Central  Iowa  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Polk  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-166,  Sept. 
25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
id.  V.  Webster  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-151,  Feb.  27,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915A,  936. 
Central  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Central  Maine  Power  Co.,  Re  (Me.  Feb.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  1022. 
Central  Massachusetts  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  Feb.  15,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915B,  67,  68. 
Central  Passenger   Asso.,  Re    (111.  T-57,  June  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 
1088. 
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Central  U.  Tel^h.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3515,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 
829.' 
id.   (111.  No*  3516,  March  4,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916E,  829. 
id.   (111.  No.  3634,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 
id.   (111.  Case  No.  3574,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  950. 
id.   (111.  No.  4086,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 
id.   (111.  No.  4087,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 
id.   (111.  No.  4205,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
id.   (111.  No.  4173,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
id.   (111.  No.  4174,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
id.  Farmers'  United  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
id.  Receivers  of,  Re   (111.  No.  3669,  April  8,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E, 
948. 
CJentral  Wisconsin  Traffic  Bureau  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.    (Wis. 

June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  58. 
Cero  Gordo  County,  Dodge's  Point  Transp.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Certain  Interlocking  Devices  upon  Railroads    (Iowa,  April  26,  1915, 

May  10,  1915)    (8  cases)  P.U.R.1915F,  177. 
Chalmers,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1607,  May  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  108. 
Champaign  &  U.  Water  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3675,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915D,  1040. 
Champlin  Lumber  Co.,  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1073. 
Chandler,  Re  (Mich.  No.  T^89,  Sept.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1061. 
Chapman  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.    (Iowa,  Docket  A-1887,  Sept,  27, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
Chapman  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2436,  Aujg.  21,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  640. 
Chardon  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2512,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

1105. 
Charlotte  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  March  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  72. 
Chatham  v.  St.  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3368,  July  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  626,  Oct.  13,  1916)  P.UJL 
1915F,  1039. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  624,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1040. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  624,  June  14,  1916)    P.UJl. 
1915E,  87. 
id.   (Va.  No.  455,  Jan.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  94. 
Chesapeake  Beach  R.  Co.,  Childress  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
Chesterfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Waverly  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F, 

1080. 
Chester  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2329,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

1106. 
Chester  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3716,  May  20,  1916)  P.U,R.1915D, 

1040. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  3711,  April  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 
1038. 
id.   (111.  No.  4034,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
id.   (111.  No.  4036,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
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Ckioago  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  T-5,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  62. 

id   (111.  T-50,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  67. 

id.  (111.  No.  3866,  June  3,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  68.   ' 

id.  (111.  T-99,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  72. 

id.  (111.  No.  4241,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  794. 

id.  (111.  No.  4051,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  796. 

id.  (111.  No.  348T,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1076. 

id.  (111.  Trios,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  1091. 

id.  (111.  No.  4191,  Sept.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 

id.  Alton  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 

id.  Civic  League  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 

id.  Hennebry  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 

id.  Hurlbut  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 

id.  Miller  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  930. 

id.  People  v.,  P.U-R.1916E,  960. 

id.  Star-Peerlcgs  Wall  Paper  Co.  t.,  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  P.U.R.1916F,  177. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1088. 
Chicago  &  C.  Coal  Co.,  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3945,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 
1070. 

id.   (111.  No.  4060,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 

id.   (111.  No.  Lr-1019,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  960. 

id.   (111.  T-31,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 

id.   (111.  T-67,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  69. 

id.   (111.  T-74,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.   (111.  T-82,  July  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1115,  Jan.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  73. 

id.   (111.  No.  L-888  &  Lr-889,  June  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  Carbo  SJeel  Post  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
•     id.  Central  Grain  Co.  v.,  P.U.RJ915D,  1070. 

id.  General  Chemical  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 

id.  Nave  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916P,  67. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  68. 

id.  Stockland  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  155. 
Chicago  &  I.  Midland  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3876,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.UJR. 
1915F,  171.  , 

id.   (111.  No.  3876,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 

id.  V.  Central  Illinois  Public  Service  Co.    (111.  No.  4001,  Aug.  6, 
1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  187. 
Chicago  &  I.  T.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4210,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1077. 
Chicago  &  L.  S.  R.  Co.,  Cambridge  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  177. 
(;7>.vsago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Marquis  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Chicago  A  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (T-20,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  63. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3651,  March  18,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1915D,  1070. 
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Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  T-2,  March  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

61. 
id.  (111.  T-17,  March  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  63. 
id.   (111.  T-23,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2368,  March  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2460,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2473,  July  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 
id.   (111.  No.  4170^  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  800. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2532,  Oct.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  904. 
id.   (Mich.  D-828,  Oct.  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1915P,  904. 
id.   (111.   No8.  3526,   3527,  &  3634,  March  4,  1916)    P.UJt.l915F, 

1077. 
id.   (111.  No8.  3622-3624,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  L-691,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  Lr-720,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  L-744,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1913F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  Lr-929,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077*. 
id.   (111.  T-62,  June  3,  1916)    P.U.R1915F,  1091. 
id.   (111.  T-88,  Aug.  5,   1915)    P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2366,  March  22,  1915)   P.U.R. X9 15 F,  .11091. 
id.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.  Barnard  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 
id.  Bowman  Dairy  Co.  v,,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
id.  Boyle  Ice  Co.*  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  71. 
id.  Breed  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

id.  Central  Wisconsin  Traffic  Bureau  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  Chicago  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.  Dwyer  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  189. 
id.  Dwyer  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1062. 
id.  Felker  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  923. 
id.  Fuchs  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
id.  Fuchs  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
id.  Gierke  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 
id.  Griep  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 
id.  Illinois  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  72. 
id.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  111«. 
id.  Juday  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
.    id.  Kneisl  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  78. 

^  id.  Northern  Wood  Fuel  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
'  id.  Northfield  Twp.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
id.  Prindle  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
id.  Railroad  &  W.  Commission  ex  rel.  Schumacher  v.,  P.UJE1.1915E, 

915. 
id.  Sharp  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 
id.  Shawano  Fuel  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities .  Commission  ex  rel  Wholesale  Grocertr^ 

Exch.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  69. 
id.  Winter  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
id.  Winter  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
id.  WisoonsSn  Box  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.J915P,  58. 
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Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  8774,  June  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915D, 
1041. 

id.  (111.  No:  3772,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  1048. 

id.   (111.  No.  3773,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.I916D,  1043. 

id.   (111.  No.  3776,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  1043. 

id.  Sanitary  Diet,  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Chicago  &  W.  T,  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3686,  April  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915D,  1038. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  3987,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D, 
1042. 

id.   (S.  D.  F-184,  Aug.  7,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  923. 

id.   (lU.  T-3,  March  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 

id.   (111.  T-6,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  62. 

id.   (111.  T-12,  March  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  62. 

id.   (111.  T-28,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 

id.   (111.  T-39,  April  22,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  65. 

id.   (111.  T-47,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 

id.   (111.  T-51,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  67. 

id.   (111.  T-55,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  67. 

id.   (111.  T-60,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  67. 

id.   (111.  T-56,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  68. 

id.   (111.  T-68,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  69. 

id.   (111.  No.  3826,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  71. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2300,  Jan.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  78. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2302,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  78. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2304,  Jan.  21,  1915)  P.IJ.R.1915F,  78. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2313,  Jan.  26,  1915)   P.tJ.R.1915F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2317,  Jan.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2319,  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2320,  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.iai5F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2321,  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.p.l915F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2332,  Feb.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  79. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2394,  April  20,  1015)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2398,  April  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2400,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2404,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2420,  May  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2421,  May  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2423,  May  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2426,  June  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2436,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2446,  July  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  82. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2447,  July  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2453,  July  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2458,  July  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2459,  July  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  83.^ 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2461,  July  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2462,  July  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2475,  Aug.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2470,  Aug.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  84. 
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Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2476,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R-1915F, 

84. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2484,  Aug.  19,  191j5)   P.UJR.1916F,  84. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2488,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  84. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2489,  Aug.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  84. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2501,  Sept.  16,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F,  84. 

id.  (111.  No.  4049,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  795. 

id.  (111.  No.  4074,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  795. 

id.  (111.  No.  3661,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1054. 

id.  (111.  E-155,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 

id.  (111.  E-167,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-172,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-174,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-220,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-253,  July  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-282  &  E-284,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P,U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-290,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  E-309,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-203,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1015F,  1074. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-221,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 

id.  (111.  No.  4214,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 

id.  (111.  No8.  L-774-L-780  &  L-793,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1076. 

id.  (111.  No.  L-777,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 

id.  (111.  No.  L-844  &  L-846,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  No.  L-1077,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  No.  4066,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  :1077. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-161,  March  4,  1915)  P.U,R.1915F,  1078. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-207  &  E-209,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

id.  (111.  E-243  &  E-227,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

id.  (111.  E-310,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

id.  (111.  E-165,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079, 

id.  (111.  E-167,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-170,  March  31,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-197,  Apr.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-202,  May  6,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

•       id.  (111.    E-230— E-242    &    K-247,    June    30,    1915)     P.UJ1.1915F, 

1079. 

id.  (111.  E^292,  E-295,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-299,  E-300,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  No.  3962,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1091. 

id.  (Xeb.  No.  249,  Aug.  31,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2419,  May  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2521,  Sept.  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2630,  Oct.  1.5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2531,  Oct.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.  (S.  D.  Order  No.  F-222,  Sept.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1015F,  1094. 

id.  (S.  D.  No.  2234,  Sept.  28,  1915)    P.U.R.li>15F,  1094. 

id.  (S.  D.  No.  2235,  Sept.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2363,  March  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 
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Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  -3578,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1114. 
id.  (111.  iM60,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
id.  (111.  No.  E-259,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.  (111.  E-261,  Aug.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 
id.  (111.  E-280,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.  (111.  E-293,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1119. 
id.  (m.  E-301,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1119. 
*      id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  E-189,  Aprfl  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Buckley  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
id.  ▼.  Central  Illinois  Pub.  Service  Co.    (111.  No.  3832,  May  20, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  V.  Central  Illinois  Pub.   Service  Co.    (111.  No.  3881,  Aug.  6, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  V.    Central    Illinois   Pub.   Service   Co.    (111.   E-263,   Aug.    15, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  Council  Bluffs  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
id.  Curtis  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
id.  Curtij  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 
id.  Darrah  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
id.  Ellington  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
id.  Fanners'  Co-op.  Packing  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  925. 
i  '      id  Franklin  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  175* 
id.  Galesburg  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
id.  Lisle  Mfg.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
id.  Logan  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  179. 
id.  Marion  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  Northern  Gravel  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
id.  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
id.  Road  Dist.  No.  6,  Scott  County  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  174 
id.  Rothenbucher  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.  Star  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Stark  County  Power  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  62. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v^  P.U.R.1916F,  67. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  Supreme  Lodge,  L.  O.  M.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Tampico  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915P,  1117. 
id.  Vermont  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1054. 
id.  Western  United  Gas  A  E.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Westervelt  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
id.  V.   West   Frankfort   Coal   Co.    (111.   No.   3909,   July   1,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
Chicago  City  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3754,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

829. 
id.   (III.  No.  3813,  July  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-94G,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
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Chicago  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3405,  June 

3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Ko.  3ai9,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1035. 
id.   (111.  No.  3955,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.   (111.  T-38,  Apr.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 
id.   (111.  T-52,  May  20,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  67. 
id.   (111.  T-94,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.UJi.l915F.  71. 
id.  Chapman  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  1107. 
id.  V.   Churchville    (Iowa,   Dockets  A-2190  &   A-2191,   Sept.  27, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
id#  State-  Public  Utilities  Conunisflion  ex  rel.  South  Austin  Im- 

prov.  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
,  14.  I^oamore  Iron  &  Metal  Co.  v.,  P.UJBL1915D,  1072. 
Chicago,  H.  k  G.  Lake  R.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  3602,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1037. 
Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.,  Rose  Hill  CoaJ  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Chicago  Junction  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  E-190,  April  22,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915F,  1071. 
id.  (111.  No.  3598,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  E-166,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 
id.  (111.  E-177  &  E-181,  April  3,  1915)  P.U*R.1915F,  1116. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-180,  AprU  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
Chicago,  L.  S.  &  S.  B.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  Na  1207,  Feb.  18,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  107. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1669,  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  802. 
Chicago,  M.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-29,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

64. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mont.  Docket  No.  471,  Jan.  18^  1916) 

P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
id.  (S.  D.  F-210,  June  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
id.   (111.  T-66,  June  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.   (HI.  No.  E-199,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  E-250,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  E-275,  Sept.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  No.  3625,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
id.  (HI.  No.  L-1047,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
id.  (111.  No.  E-183,  April  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 
id.   (111.  No.  3612,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.   (111.  E-220,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1015F,  1118. 
id.  (111.  No.  E-257,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-268,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.  Allis  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  71. 
id.  Barker  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
id.  Barker  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  925. 
id.  Benjamin  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  Blaine  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  198. 
id.  Bunnell  &  Son  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  022. 
id.  Burke  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  183. 
id.  Chillicothe  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  864. 
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Chicago,  M.  &  Bt.  P.  R.  Co.,  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1916B,  918. 

id.  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  930. 

id.  Commonwealth  Edison  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 

id.  Engel  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  415. 

id.  Evans  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  73. 

id.  Fargo  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 

id.  J'ranzen  &  Son  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072, 

id.  Glengarry  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 

id.  Gray  v.,.P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 

id.  Hermel  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  57,  68. 

id.  Judge  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  854. 

id.  Klatt  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 

id.  Lagerquist  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 

id.  Lincoln  Ice  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  71. 

id.  McDonald  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  415. 

id.  Madison  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  155. 

id.  Marinette  &  M.  Box  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  107L 

id.  Martin  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  189. 

id.  Milwaukee  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  155. 

id.  Neal,  J.  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77.  v 

id.  Nedved  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 

id.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  53. 

id.  Peterson  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 

id.  Ringling  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 

id.  Ringling  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 

id.  St.  Paul  Asso.  of  Commerce  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 

id.  V.  Sexauer  (Iowa,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 

id.  Suffolk  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 

id.  Wdukesha  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 

id.  Waukesha  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  929. 
Chicago  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  v.,  P.UJE1.1915F, 
1079. 

id.  Strouf  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Chicago,  O.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T.  32,  April  32,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
64. 

id.   (111.  No.  1^703,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.   (111.  No.  3491,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-93,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 
71. 

id.   (111.  No.  4032,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 

id.   (111.  No.  3561,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.   (IlL  No.  L-662,  March  31,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-212,  June  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-248,  June  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  Central  Illinois  Light  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
Chicago  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3859,  June  3,  1916)    P.U.R.1915D,  1040. 

id.  (111.  No.  2759,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.   (111.  No.  3654,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
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Chicago,  R.  I.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Tex.  No.  64,  Aug.  7,  1915)    P.UJL 

1915F,  93. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3587,  April  8,  1915)   P.UJL 
1915D,  1038. 

id.   (111.  T-22,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  63. 

id.   (III.  T-23,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  63. 

id.   (111.  T-30,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 

id.   (111.  T-59,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  67. 

id.   (111.  T-89,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  71. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2299,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  78. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2497,  Sept.  1,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915F,  84. 

id.   (111.  No.  1022,  Sept.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2360,  March  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2527,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 

id.  Alexandria  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  V.  Champlin  Lumber  Co.    (—  Okla.  — ,  149   Pac.   119,   1916) 
P.U.R.1915F,  1073. 

id.  Hall  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  915. 

id.  La  Salle  Commercial  Asso.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  62. 

id.  Melberg  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  184, 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Appls.  7,  21,  Sup.  1  to  Authority 

Nos.  2  &  17,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  90. 
Chicago  River  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3338,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  926. 
Chicago,  St.  L.  Automobile  Boulevard,  Re  (IlLNo.  3528,  Feb.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1034. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Cast  Stone  Constr.  Co.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915D, 

1068. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  Nos.  2444,  2445,  June  29, 
1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  359. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2338,  March  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  80. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2460,  July  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2526,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1039. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2615,  Oct.  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2508,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 

id.  Bekkedel  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1068. 

id.  Central  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  Cook  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 

id.  Fairchild  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 

id.  Hartford  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  1110. 

id.  Howard  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 

id.  Hudson  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  177. 

id.  Meier  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  925. 

id.  Monk  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 

id.  New  Richmond  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 

id.  Rust-Owen  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 

id.  Sanborn  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 

id.  Sullivan  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 

id.  Thompson  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
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Chicago  Tekph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  ]«>.  L-8«3,  Jtme  it,  1916)  P.UJC.1915F, 
1077. 
id.  (111.  No.  L-8«8,  Jufy  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  No.  Lr-916,  July  8,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F,  1077. 
id.   (III.  No.  I/-999,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077.     ' 
id.   (111.  E-No.  229,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1117. 
id.   (111.  E-266,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1117. 
CWcago,  T.  H.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  2768,  Feb.  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 
19I6D,  1036. 
id.   (IlL  No.  3666,  May  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1916D,  1040. 
Chicago  Union  Station  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4050,' Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  794. 
Chicago  Veneer  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  (Ark.  File  H.  M. 

G.-C.-39,  Order  No.  B-76,  April  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
Chicago,  W.  P.  A  S.  R.  CJo.,  Re  (111.  E-291,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1119. 
diildress  v.  Chesapeake  Beach  R.  Co.   (Md.  No.  982,  Sept.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 
Chillicothe  v.  Chicago,  M.  &,  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Minn.  No.  478,  April  17, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  864. 
Chowchilla  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2204,  March  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

1004. 
Christian  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  ^111.  No.  3721,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  862. 
id.   (111.  No.  3723,  June  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  852. 
id.   (111.  No.  3722,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  852, 
Churchville,  Chicago,  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
C.  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.,  Carmel  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  196. 
Cicero  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1636,  May  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

831. 
Cincinnati,  Re  (Ohio  No.  193,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1031. 
Cincinnati,  G.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Ohio  River  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F, 

1094. 
Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-8,  March  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 
62. 
id.  Richmond  Handle  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.  Union  City  Hoop  &  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
Cincinnati,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  446,  March  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  84. 
Cincinnati  Northern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-959,  Sept.  10,  191^   P.U.R. 
1915E,  639. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  590,  Sept.  9,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  640. 
Circleville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  390,  March  13,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  84.  , 

Circular  No.  213   (N.  C.  Oct.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 
id.  No.  4717   (Tex.  Jan.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.  No.  4719   (Tex.  Feb.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.  No.  4721  (Tex.  Feb.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.  No.  4725  (Tex.  Feb.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  88. 
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Oiroiilar  l?o.  4726   (Tex.  HwriilgB  Nq«^  1«I2  &  1611,  Feb.  13,  1»15) 

P.U.R.1916F,  88. 
id.  No.  4727  (Tfx..Hearmg  No.  1619,  Feb.  13^  1^15)  P,U.R.1916F, 

88. 
id.  No.  4729  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1609,  Feb.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

88. 
id.  No.  4730  {Tex.  Hearing  No.  1613,  Feb.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F, 

88. 
id.  No.  4731   (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1618,  Feb.  16,  1915)  P.UJL1916F, 

88. 
id.  No.  4733   (Tex.  Feb.  16,  1916)   P.U.R,1916F,  88. 
id.  No.  4734  (Tex.  Feb.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  88. 
id.  No.  4736  (Tex.  No.  469,  Feb.  2Q,  1915)  P.UJia915F,  88. 
Id.  No.  4736  (Tex.  No.  107,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  89. 
id.  No.  4737   (Tex.  No.  470,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4738.  (Tex.  No.  8,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4741   (Tex.  No.  1670,  March  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,.89, 
id.  No.  4743  (Tex.  March  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4747  (Tex.  No.  994,  March  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4748   (Tex.  No.  692,  March  17,  1916)   P.UJR.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4749  (Tex.  No.  1073,  March  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  475Cl  (Tex.  No.  606,  March  20,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  89. 
id.  No.  4754  (Tex.  No.  1670,  April  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4755   (Tex.  April  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  89. 
id.  No.  4766  (Tex.  No.  165,  April  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  89. 
id.  No.  4767   (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1410,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

89. 
id.  No.  4758   (Tex.  April  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
id.  No.    4762    (Tex.    Hearings   Nob.    1633-1636,  April   21,    1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  90. 
id.  No.   4763    (Tex.   Hearing   No.    1637,   April   21,    1915)    P.UJL 

1915F,  90. 
id.  No.  4764  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1636,  April  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

90. 
id.  No.  4768  (Tex.  App.  No.  5,  May  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  90. 
id.  No.  4770  (Tex.  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  90. 
id.  No.  4775  (Tex.  No.  1608,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
id.  No.  4776  (Tex.  No.  1644,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
id.  No.  4778  (Tex.  No.  1646,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  91. 
id.  Ifc.  4779  (Tex.  Nos.  1642  &  1648,  May  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

91. 
id.  No.  4784  (Tex.  May  25,  1915)  P.U.R.  1916F,  91. 
id.  No.  4788   (Tex.  May  28,  1915)   P.U.R,1915F,  91. 
id.  No.  4789  (Tex.  May  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
'     id.  No.  4790  (Tex.  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
id.  No.  4793  (Tex.  June  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
id.  No.  4797  (Tex,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
id.  No.  4798   (Tex.  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
id.  No.  4801    (Tex.  June  25,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
id.  No.  4802   (Tex.  June  28,  1935)   P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
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Oiroular  No.  4806  <Tex.  July  10,  1916)  P-U-R-lOlffF,  92- 

id.  No.  4811  (Tex.  No.  1673;  July  21,  1015)  P.U.R.1936F,  92. 

id.  No.  4812  (Tex.  July  21,  1916)  P.UJ1.1016F,  92. 

id^.  No.  4813  (Tex.  No.  1597,  July  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  98. 

id*.  No.  4816  (Tex.  Aug.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

id.  No.  4816  (Tex.  Aug.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  93. 

id.  No.  4817  (Tex.  Aug.  9,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  98. 

id.  No.  4818  (Tex.  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

ia.  No.  4819  (Tex.  Aug.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  98. 

id.  No.  4820  (Tex.  Aug.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

id.  No.  4821  (Tex.  Aug.  21,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  93. 

id.  No.  4822  (Tex.  Aug.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

Id.  No.  4823  (Tex.  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

id.  No.  4825  (Tex.  Aug.  80,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1094. 

id.  No.  4826  (Tex.  Aug.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  98. 

id.  No.  4827  (Tex.  Aug.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  93. 

id.  No.  4830  (Tex.  Sept.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  1096. 

id.  No.  4831  (Tex.  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916P,  94. 

id.  No.  4833  (Tex.  No.  423,  Sept.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  94. 

id.  No.  4834  (Tex.  Sept.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 

id.  No.  4836  (Tex.  Sept.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 

id.  No.  4846  (Tex.  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1096. 

id.  No.  4847  (Tex.  Hearing  No.  1656,  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 
1096. 

id.  No.  4848  (Tex.  Oct.  16.  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Citizens'  Gas  A;  Oil  Min.  Ck).,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1398,  ApHl  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  1067. 
Citizens'  Light  k   P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Na  366,  Jan.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  660,  661. 
Citizens'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3160,  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  97. 
Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1452,  May  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 
109. 

id.  (Mich.  T-85,  June  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  1104. 

id.  (Mich.  D-254,  July  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1016F,  904. 

id.  (Ind.  No.  1766,  Oct.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1056. 

id.   (111.  No.  3931,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 

id.   (Mich.  T-88,  Sept.  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1096. 
City  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2281,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1005. 

id.   (Cal.  No.  2286,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  1006. 
City  Light-Traction  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  No.  324,  March  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1119. 
Civic  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.    (Mo.  No.   387,  Jan.  26, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  72. 
Civic  League  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3719,  June  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
Claremont  Domestic  Water  Co.,  Re  (Gal.  Dec.' No.  2168,  App.  No.  1468, 
Feh.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  18,  19. 

id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2493,  App.  No.  1144,  June  17,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1915F,  928. 
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Clark  Bros:  Coal  Min.  Co,,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1059. 
Clay  County,  Peterson  Power  &  Mill  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  847. 
Clayton  County  Monona  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915A,  936. 
Clayton   Farmers'  Union  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (111.   Na   3481,  March   18, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  362. 
Clements,  Re  (Ga.  No.  12395,  Oct.  18,  1016)   P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
Cleveland  &  B.  Transit  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  559,  July  12,  1915)   P.UJl. 

191 5F.  904. 
Cleveland  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  423,  March  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 
84. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  574,  Aug.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  640. 
Cleveland,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  E-228,  Aug.  3,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1074. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  418,  Jan.  20,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915A,  561,  562. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  490,  June  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  244. 

id.  (111.  No.  2817,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.  (111.  No.  3883,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.  (111.  No.  3893,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  830. 

id.  (111.  No.  3517,  March  4,  1915 ) .  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-191,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-206,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (111.  E-208,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (III.  E-216,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (III.  E-219,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (IlL  E-222,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  926. 

id.  (111.  E-252,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (111.  E-286,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-285,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 

id.  (111.  T-61,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.RJ915F,  67. 

id.  (111.  T-76,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.  (lU.  No.  E^360,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  177. 

id.  (111.  No.  3839,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 

id.  (III.  No.  3474,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  No.  2663,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  L-847,  L-849  &  L-890,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  Lr-923,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  L-967,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1016F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  No.  L-1046,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  B-157,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-164,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079, 

id.  (111.  E-168,  E-169,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 
.  id.  (111.  E-182  &  E-184,  April  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-196,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-213,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-233,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (IlL  No.  E-201,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-244,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-249,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-268,  272  &  273,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916P,  1079. 
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Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-287,  Sept.  2,  1916)  P.UJL 
1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  E-288,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-192,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 

id.  (111.  No.  4095,  Aug.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 

id.  (111.  No.  E-296,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 

id.  (111.  T-76,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 

id.  (111.  E-306,  Sept.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 

id.  (lU.  No.  E-121,  Jan.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 

id.   (111.  No.  158,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 

id.   (III.  Nos.  E-254  &  E-256,  July  22,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  lllSl 

id.   (111.  E-274  &  E-279,  Sept.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 

id.   (111.  E-307,  Sqpt  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-266,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 

id.  Barnaby  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 

id.  Benton  Harbor  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 

id.  Coal  Bluff  Min.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 

id.  Danville,  U.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1116. 

id.  Elwood  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 

id.  Bwbank  v.,  P:U.R.1916F,  174. 

id.  Flat  Rock  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  181. 

id.  Felts  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  919. 

Martin  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  182. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission,  P.U.R.1915F,  65. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  72. 
Cleveland  Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  603,  Sept.  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1106. 
Cleveland,  P.  &.  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  623,  June  24,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915E,  88. 

id.   (Ohio  No.  614,  Oct.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1039. 
Cleveland,  P.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  622,  June  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  87. 
Cleveland,  S.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  471,  April  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  85. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  450,  May  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  86. 
Clydesdale  Stone  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  106,  Complaint 

Docket  No.  372,  Aug.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  57. 
C.  M,  &  St.  P..R.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  F-170,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F, 
87. 

id.  Star  Malt  &  Grain  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Coal  Bluff  Min.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1381, 

May  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Coast  Counties  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2086,  App.  No.  1479, 
Jan.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1915A,  799. 

id.   (Cal.  No,  2206,  March  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1004. 

id.   (Cal.  No.  2370,  May  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
Cobden  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3806,  July  22,  191-5)  P.U.R.1915D, 
1043. 

id.   (111.  No.  3251,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  850. 
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Coburji  S.  B.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  64,  Sept  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  062. 
id.   (.Me.  U-65.1,  Sept.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
id.   (Me.  U.  6^.1,  Oct.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
id.   (Me.  U.  68.2,  Oct.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1068. 
id.   (Me.  U.  68,  Oct.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
Coburn  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (Me,  U-No.  61,  Aug.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1915B,  962. 
Cochise  County,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  196,  April  23,  1916)  P.U.Ra915F,  180. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  262,  June  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  180. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  279,  Sept.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  180, 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  286,  Sept.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  180. 
Cohen  v.  Marin  Water  Power  Co.   (Cal.  Case  No.  620,  Dec.  No.  2665, 

Aug.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  855. 
Colburn  S.  B.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  64.1,  Sept.  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

962. 
Coloma  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-87,  July  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  1104. 
Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.,  BredcenYidge  Chamber  of  Commerce  r.,  P.UJL 

1915F,  1106. 
Columbia  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   <N.  Y.  No.  4817,  March  16,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  803. 
Columbus  R.  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  490,  Feb.  4, 1915)  P.UJL 
1916A,  561. 
id.   (Ohio  No.  357,  Feb.  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  88. 
id.   (Ohio  No.  451,  May  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  86. 
Colusa  &  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2324,  App.  J^o.  1650,  April  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  928.- 
(>>lwell  ▼.  Illiopolis  &  C.  County  Teleph.  Co.  (El.  No.  3687,  July  22, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1112. 
Comanche  v.  Great  Northei^n  R.  Co.   (Mont.  No.  476,  April  28,  1915) 

P.UJL1915E,  921. 
Comeaux,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2434,  Order  No,  1940,Oct.  21, 1916)  P,U.R. 

1915F,  1057. 
Commercial  Club,  Re  (M^nn.  A-1440,  July  30,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916E,  866. 
id.   (Mich.  6829,  Aug.  24,  1916-)   P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-172,  June  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  918. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (111.  F-172,  June  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  930. 
id.  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Minn.  Sept.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Commercial  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2507,  Jan.  7, 1916)  P.UJL 
1915A,  37. 
id.   (111.  No.  2610,  Jan.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  37. 
id.   (111.  No.  4158,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  947. 
id.   (111.  No.  3801,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 
Commission  Correspondence,  Re    (Ohio,  Jan.  21,   1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1082. 
Conunonwealth  Ediaon  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3277,  Mardi  4,  1915)  P.T7.R. 
1915D,  1035. 
id.  (111.  No.  3600,  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  829. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-198,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  t  St.  P.  R.  Ck).  (111.  No.  E-210,  May  20,  1915)  • 
P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
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GommonweaJth  Home  Builders,  Be  (Cal.  Pec.  Ko.  2477,  App.  Nq«4725, 

June  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Community  Betterment  Committee  v.  Aurora,  E.  jt  C.  R.  Oo»  r(in.  Na 

2520,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Compton,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No,  2310,  App.  No.  1224,  April  20,  1915)  P^.K 

1915F,  181. 
Compton  Water  &  Lighting  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  No,  2488,  Junet.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1007. 
Concentration  Privileges  on  Poultry,  Eggs  &  Dairy  Products,  Re  (Mo» 

No.  518,  Aug.  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Concord  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  June  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Concord  Twp.,  Re  (Pa.  No.  91,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  173. 

id.     (Pa.  No.  343,  April  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  173. 
Conference,  N.  Y.  S.  A  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  J.  July  12,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  170. 
Conneaut  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  531,  June  30,  1915)  P.U,.R.1915E, 

88. 
Connecticut  Co.,  Re   (Conn.  No.  1620,  April  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1915E, 
864.  ^     .  .    .       -     - 

id.   (Conn.  No.  1518,  April  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1483,  March  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  994. 
id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1544,  1545,  May  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  994. 
id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1650,  1661,  May  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  994. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1561,  June  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
,       id.    (Conn.  No.  1574,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 

id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1577,  1578,  June  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 

id.    (Conn.  No.  1590,  July  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 

id.   (Conn.  No.  1593,  July  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  996. 

id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1594,  1596,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 

id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1601-1604,  1612-1614,  Aug.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

995. 
id.   (Conn.  Nos.   1626-1631   &   1640,  Sept.  8.   1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 

996. 
id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1682,  1683,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1465,  Feb.  15,  1915)  P.U.R J916F,  996. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1484,  March  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
id.    (Conn.  No.  1588,  July  13,  1915)   P*U.R.1915F,  996. 
id.   (Conn.  Nos.  1650,  1651,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
id.   (Conn.  No.  1625^  Sept.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
Connecticut  River  Transmission  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  July  2,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1080. 
Conrad  v.  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  (La.  No.  2294,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  915. 
Consolidated  Cases  of  Kansas  City  Southern  E.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2396, 

Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1112. 
Consolidated  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Cavanaugh  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Consolidated  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2668,  App.  No.  1762,  Aug. 
4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  798. 
id.   (Cal.   Dec.  No.   2761,  App.  No.   1823,  Sept.   17,  1916)    P.UJl. 
1915F,  1060. 
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Contumers'  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-875,  July  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

903. 
Continental  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-649,  Aug.   12,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915r,  904. 
Continental  Warrfiouse  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4143,  Sept.  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1066. 
Conway  Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-176,  Order  No.  640,  Sept. 

1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  851. 
Cook,  Re   (D.  C.  Order  No.  164,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1703,  Oct.  13,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1053. 
Co<*,  Re  (D.  C.  Order  164,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1703,  Oct.  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1086. 
id.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.   (N.  C.  July  29,  1915)   P.U.R. 

19;i5£,  854. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1915E,  919. 
COTOoran,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2457,  App.  No.  1705,  June  7,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1915E,  828. 
Cordova  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  2299,  Aug.  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

1103. 
Cornell  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3464,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915C, 

97. 
Corona  (Jas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  MacGilllvary  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  925. 
Cottingham,  Re  (Ohio  No.  527,  Aug.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  834. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  528,  Aug.  24,  1915)   I^.U.R.1915E,  834. 
Cottrell,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  190,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  183. 
Coughanour  v.  South  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3010,  May  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  929. 
Council  Bluffs  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q,  R.  Co.    (Iowa,  A-1708,  June  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
Country  Life  Station  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  200,  Feb.  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 

Cranford  Twp.,  Re  (N.  J.  Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  172. 

Crapsey  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3456,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C,  97. 

Crawfordsville  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1727,  Sept.  13, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 

Creek  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3908,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.  1915F, 

182. 
Crocker-Huffman  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Merced  Ranch  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F, 

1105. 
Crowley  v.  Buffalo  &  L.  E.  Tractien  Co.   (Pa.  No.  338,  July  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1104. 
Crucible  Steel  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  268,  April  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 
0.  St.  B.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2361,  March  17,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1109. 
Comberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Me.  Feb.  26,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  No.  50,  June  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  51,  June  25,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
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Cumberland  County  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  78,  Aug.  31, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  March  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.   (Me.  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  Nos.  1248,  1447,  April  23, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

Curry  V.  Yosemite  Valley  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2306,  Case  No.  783, 

April  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  914. 
id.  V.  Yosemite  V^ley  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2432,  Case  No.  783, 

May  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  914. 
Curtis  T.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  Formal  0>mplaint  No.  266, 

Sept.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
id.  Y.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R-  Co,  (Neb.  No.  266,  Sept.  28,  1915)    (2 

cases)   P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 
Curtis  Mill.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  E-185,  April  8,  1915)    (2  cases)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1116. 
Curtis  Teleph.  Ck).,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2402,  May  5,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 

1106. 
Cutteridge  v.  San  Francisco  N.  &  C.  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Case  No.  761,  Dec. 

No.  2223,  March  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  960. 
id.  V.  San  Francisco,  N.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2223,  Case  No. 

751,  March  13,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1086. 

Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.,  Motley  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 

Dame  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  C^o.  (Wis.  June  14,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 
Dameron  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Mo.  No.  341,  March  15,  1915) 

P.U.8.1916E,  917. 
Daniels  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3980,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1056. 
Danville  Light,  Heat,  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1661,  July  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  109. 
Danville  Refractories  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3842,  May  13,  1915)    P.U.R. 

191 5F,  189. 
Danvnie  Street  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  3052,  March  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.19tfD,  1036. 
id.   (111.  No.  3914,  June  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1042. 
Danville,  U.  &  C.  R.  Co.   (Mich.  No.  8549,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1075. 
id.  v.  Qeveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3552,  April  3, 

1915)  P.U.R.I915F,  1116. 
id.  Tilton  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
Darrah  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  No.  A-2074,  Aug.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
Daum  V.  Southern  P.  Ck).  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2392,  Case  No.  467,  May  14, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  170. 
David  Fireproof  Storage  Warehouse,  Re  (111.  No.  4179,  Sept.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Davis  V.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  305,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

922.  * 
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Dawflon  Twp.  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3404,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  929. 
Dayton  Qas  Co.,  Re  (OHo,  No.  577,  Sept.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  640. 
Dayton  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  477,  May  24,  1916)  P.UJt. 
1915E,  86. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  480,  May  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  86. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  604,  May  21,  1915)   P.tJ.R.1915E,  86. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  480,  May  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  640. 
Death  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2201,  March  5,  1916)  P.UJt.l915D, 

1003. 
Decatur,  Dlinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  171. 
Decatur  County,  Eaton  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  847. 

Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3046,  March  18,  1916)   P.U.R. 
191 6D,  1037. 
id.  (111.  No.  3820,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  3911,  June  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1042. 
id.  (111.  No.  3684,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  799. 
Dedham  Water  Co.,  Petition  of   (Mass.  March  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1916B, 

586. 
Defiance  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  454,  May  10,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916E, 
86. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  479,  May  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  832. 
De  Kalb  County  Teleph.  O).,  Re   (111.  No.  4062,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  947. 
Delaware  &  H.  Co.,  Poultney  y.,  P.U.R.1915P,  1111. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Pa.  App.  Docket  No.  296,  1914,  May  7, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1072. 
Delaware  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  493,  June  26,  1915)'P.U.R.1915E, 

88. 
Delphos  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  525,  Aug.  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.19155,  834. 
Delphos  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  489,  June  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  87. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  488,  June  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  833. 
Demurrage  Charges  &  Rules,  Re  Investigation  of   (O>lo.  Case  No.  12, 

March  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Demurrage  Charges  Collected  in  Colorado  by  Santa  Fe,  Re  (Colo.  Case 

No.  12,  March  29,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1090. 
Denver  &  I.  M.  R.  Ck).,  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915E, 

916. 
•  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  Grand  Valley  Fruit  Freight  Rate  Asso.  v., 

P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Denver,  B.  k  W.  R.  (5o.,  Re  (Colo.  Docket  No.  1,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1915F,  61. 
Detroit,  Re  (Mich.  No.  X-1961,  April  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  3089,  May  7,  1915)  P.tr.R.1915P,  176. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5817,  July  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Detroit,  A.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-741,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R,1915P, 

901.    . 
Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Gustin  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 

■I         ■  ■  .  .,  I  J  ■  III!         I      »■  ■        — .^-^^^^^ 
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Petroit,  B.  C.  &  W.  B.  Co.,  R«  (Miidi.  D-431,  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915E,  639. 
id.   (Mh^.  D-587,  March  SCs  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
Detroit  Copper  Min.  Co.,  Re   (AtIe.  No.  53,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  924. 
Detroit  Edison  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-936,  July  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  903. 
Detroit,  6.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Be  (Mich.  5825,  Sept.  3, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

176. 
id.  (Mich.  No.  2974,  April  9, 1915)  P4UJLI915F,  1054. 
Detroit  River  Tunnel  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-424,  Jan.  21,  1915)    P.n.R. 

1915A,  546. 
Detroit,  T.  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re .  (Mich.  X-5457,  Feh.  24,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915B,  166. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1549,  July  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich.  D-782,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1039. 
Detroit,  T.  4b  T.  B.  Ca,  Re  (Qhio,  No.  627,  Oct.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

905. 
Detroit  United  R.  Co.,  Re-  (Mich.  D-818,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

901. 
Dexter  Portland.  Cement  Co.  ▼.  Lehigh  Valky  R.  Co.   (Pa.  March  4, 

1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  85. 
Diamond  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  441,  April  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B, 

84. 
Disputed  Meter  Bills,  Re   (Mo.  No.  599,  Feb.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D, 

1072. 
District  Engineer  t.  Manila  R«  Ck>.  (Philippine,  No.  152,  July  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 
District  Jitney  Bus  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1651/1,  Order  No.  166, 

Oct.  27,  1916)  P.UJL1916F,  1101. 
Dobbins  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Sta  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  919. 
Dodge's  Point  Transp.  Co.  v.  Cero  Gordo  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-154, 

May  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Dodson  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  492,  Aug.  27,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  917. 
Donaldson  v.  Waterloo,  C.  F.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-1882,  July 

30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  189. 
Doughtey,  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1090. 
Douglas  Teleph.  O).,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2371,  March  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1106. 
Downey  Land  Improv.  Asso.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2511,  App.'  No.  1375, 

June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  928. 
Drain  v.  Drain  Water  Co.  (Or.  U-F-121,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

929. 
Drain  Water  Co.,  Drain  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  929. 
Drake  &  W.  Boat  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-923,  May  25,  1916)   P.U.R.1915P, 

902. 
Dryden,  Re  (Mich.  X-57l9,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Dubuque  County,  Eastern  Iowa  Electric  Co.  r.,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
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Dunkle,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-98,  Order  No.  286,  Sept  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
Dwyer  v.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-160  k  F-161,  April  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  189.       • 

id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-151,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  1062. 
Dyer,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1513,  May  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  109. 

East  Chicago  &  I.  Harbor  Water  Co.,  tte   (Ind.  No.  1339,  March  12, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  107. 

id.   (Ind.  Amended  No.  1339,  March  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  107. 
Eastern  Illinois  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  8855,  June  3, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  829. 
Eastern  Iowa  Electric  Co.  v.  Dubuque  County   (Iowa,  Docket  E-152, 

July  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Eastern  Michigan  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  2308,  Feb.  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1119. 
Eastern  Oregon  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Aug.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

960. 
Eastern  Pennsylyania  R.  Co.,  State  Hospital  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 

id.  State  Hospital  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
Eastern  R.  Co.  v.  Littlefield  (237  U.  S.  140,  59  L.  ed.  878,  35  Sup.  Ct. 

Rep.  489,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1051,  1064. 
East  Liverpool  Traction  k  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  546,  July  1,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  88. 
East  Oakland  Water  k  EWctric  Co.,  Re  (Dec.  No.  2487,  App.  No.  1691, 

June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  898. 
East  Orange,  Re  (N.  J.  July  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 
East  Penn  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Pa.  App.  Docket  No.  189,  1915,  May  20, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 
East  St.  Louis,  C.  k  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3099,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1086. 
Eaton  V.  Decatur  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-155,  May  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  847. 
Economic   Gas   Co.,   Re    (Cal.  No.   2355,   May   5,   1915)    P.U.R.1915D, 

1006. 
Economy  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3710,  June  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  3709,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  850. 
Egyptian  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3446,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915A,  929. 
Electric  Invest.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  105,  Order  No.  249,  July  2, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  67,  68. 
Electric  Light  k  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1805,  Oct.  22,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1086. 
Electric  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1444,  April  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

108. 
id.   (111.  No.  3880,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
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,  J.  k  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  <I1L  No.  3728,  July  1, 1915)  P.U.R.X915D,  1070. 
id.  (lU.  T-11,  March  29,  1915)  P.U*R.1915F,  62. 
id.  (IlL  T-14,  March  29,  1915)   P.U.R1915F,  63. 
id.  (111.  T-^8,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.   (lU.  No.  3542,  June  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  (111.  T-81,  July  15,  1916)  P.U.R.19J5F,  70. 
id.   (111.  T-96,  Sept.  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  71. 
id.  (IlL  No.  3603,  March  18,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  No.  4181,  Sept.  2,  1916)    P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1853,  Oct  8,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1092. 
id.  National  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Elizabeth  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (U\.  No.  3892,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.Ra915B, 

850. 
Ellington  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3385,  July  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
El  Paao  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  271,  June  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 
933. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  268,  June  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
El  Paso  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (IlL  No.  3994,  Aug.  6,  1916)    P.UJ1.1916F, 

1074. 
Elwood  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  4  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (DL  No.  3837,  July  1,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916F,  181. 
id.  V.  Howard  &  Chickaaw  County  (Iowa,  Docket  £-163,  July  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 

Empire  Automobile  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1642,  July  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P, 

1084. 
Engel  y.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  r!  O.   (Iowa,  Case  A-1783,  March  31, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915C,  416. 

Equipment  of  Lumber  Freight  Cars,  Re   (N.  H.  Oct.  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1084. 
Erie  R.  Co.,  Acquackanonk  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
id.  Hall  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 
id.  Hurst  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  918. 
id.  Mill  Village  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
id.  Public  Utility  Comrs.   (87  N.  J.  L.  438,  95  AtL  177,  Aug.  12, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
id.  V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.   (87  N.  J.  L.  438,  95  AtL  177,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1063. 
id.  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  CJommission  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 
id.  Summit  Silica  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  67. 
Evans  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  73. 
Evanston  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3891,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  861. 
Evansville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3604,  Aug.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

587. 
Ewbank  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  k  St  L.  R.  Co.  <Ind.  No.  549,  July  23, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
Examination  of  Books,  Records,  etc.,  of  Corporation,  Re  (Ohio,  Feb.  1, 
1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
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Express  Rates  on  Empty  Banana  Carriers,  Re  (Ark.  File  H.  M.  G.-T*5, 
Order  No.  B-74,  April  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  59. 

Fairchild  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  80,  1915)  P.TJ.R. 

1915B,  156. 
Fairfield  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2342,  Feb.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

80. 
Fairfield  Twp.  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  557,  July  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
Fairfield  Twp.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  658,  July  20,  1915)   P.UJt. 

1915E,  89. 
Fairmount,  Re  (N.  D.  No.  693,  March  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Fall  River  Gas  Works  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  67, 

68. 
Fargo  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  30,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915D,  1072. 
id.  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Ck).   (Wis.  March  19, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Farina  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  3447,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915C,  97. 
Farmers'  &  M.  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1624,  July  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  109. 
Farmers'  &  M.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2437,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  1106. 
Farmers'  Co-op.  Packing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  1, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  925. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re  (111.  No.  3763,  Aug.  5,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  2931,  Jan.  7,  1916)    P.UJL 

1916A,  34. 
id.   (111.  No.  3025,  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  96. 
id.   (111.  No.  3522,  Sept.  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  947. 
id.   (111.  No.  3864,  June  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
id.  Whitley  County  Teleph.  Oo.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  168,  Jan.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1916A, 

560,  561. 
id.   (III.  No.  3436,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.I915C,  99. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  498,  June  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  2471,  July  20,  1915)  RU.R.1915E,  1106. 
Farmers'  Tri  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  447,  March  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.lOloE,  832. 
Farmers'  United  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1330, 

June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Farmingdale   Lighting   Co.,   Re    (N.   J.   July   12,    1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 

1102. 
Fayette  &  C.  Counties,  Fredericksburg  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Fayette  Home  Teleph.  C6.,  Re   (111.  No.  3452,  April  22,  1915)   P.UJL 

1915C,  99. 
Fay  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2435,  App.  No.  1604,  May  29,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
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F«dfflral  Gm  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  463,  May  12,  191o)   P.U.R. 

IQldE,  86. 
Federal  Warehoiue  Co.,  Re  (IB.  Np.  3678,  AprU  8,  1915)  P.UJIJL91^E, 

853. 
Vefter  y.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Mardi  19,  1915)  ]^.UJia915£, 

923. 
Fells  T.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  4t  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  2658,  May  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Femald  ▼.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.   (Me.  F.  C.  No.  39,  Sept.  14,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
Fidelity  Laad  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.,  June  10,  1915)  P.UJL1915F,  185. 
Finky  ▼.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Okla.  No.  2034,  Feb.  8,  1915)  P.UJL 

I915E,  922. 
Fits  Roberts  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (Neb.  Formal  Complaint  No.  219,  June 

9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  82. 
Flanagan  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3532,  Aug.  5, 1915)  P.UJL1915F,  587, 
FUt  Rock  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  C-913,  May  20, 

1915)  P.UJE1.1915F,  181. 
Flint-Kyle  Teleph.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  1161,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R. 

19:(5S,  1104. 
id.  Pike  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Flora  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  Wabash  Valley  Utilities  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1221,  Aug. 

5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
Floraice  v.  Arkansas  Valley  Electric  Co.  (Colo.  Case  No.  15,  June  18, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  925. 
Floyd  County,  Cedar  Valley  Power  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915A,  936. 
Folding  Box  &  Paper  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1699,  Oct.  25,  1916)  P.U.R.    , 

1915F,  1054. 
FoothiU  Ditch  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2309,  App.  No.  1457,  AprU  20, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  928. 
Ford,  Re  (Ohio,  Jan.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
Forgan,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  491,  May  21,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916B,  832. 
Form  for  Filing  Certificates  of  Notification,  Re    (Pa.  July  6,  191i); 

P.U.R.1916B,  641. 
Ft  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Johnson  v.,  P.U.R,1915F,  189. 
id.  V.  Jones  (Iowa,  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1«15F,  1072. 
id.  V.  Kock   (Iowa,  June  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Ft.  Loramie  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  588,  Sept.  22,  1915)  PJUJEL 

1916F,  1062. 
Ft.  Seneca  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  537,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  949. 
Ft.  Smith  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  Okla.  Cause  No.  2240,  Order  No.  902,  March 

1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
Ft.  Street  Union  Depot  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-4519,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  188. 
Fortville,  Re  (Ind,  No.  1125,  May  28,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  929. 
Ft.  Wayne  A  N.  I.  Traction  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  1806,  Sept.  17, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1526,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1234,  Jan.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1103. 
id.  Schilling  y.,  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
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Ft.  Wayne  Municipal  Water  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  1466,  May  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  856. 
Ft.  Worth  &  D.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  317,  June  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  91. 
id.   (Tex.  App.  No.  318,  Authority  No.  259,  May  11,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1935F,  91. 
id.   (Tex.   App.   No.   63,   Cor.   Authority  No.   44,   Sept.   17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
Ft.  Worth  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  155,  May  4,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  90. 
Fosselman,  Waterloo,  C.  F.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Foster  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2304,  App.  No.  1415,  April 

20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  663. 
Fowler  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  No.  2395,  May  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
Franklin  Commercial  Club  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3696, 

June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
Franzen  &  Son  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  July  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  1072. 
Fredericksburg  v.  Fayette  &  C.  Counties   (Iowa,  Docket  E-165,  Sept. 

10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Fredonia  &  R.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4019,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

639. 
Freeport  R.  A  Light  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3418,  June  30,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915D,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  3727,  June  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  851. 
id.   (111.  No.  4208,  Sept.  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  800. 
Freeport  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3579,  April  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

947. 
Freeport  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3529,  April  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  947. 
Freeport  Water  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3816,  May  20,  1915)    P.U.R.1915D, 

1040. 
Free  Teleph.  Service,  Re  (Ohio,  Jan.  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  960. 
Free  Transportation,  Re   (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  31-23,  March  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  962. 
Freight  Schedules,  Re   (Me.  Feb.  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Freachtown  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Union  Nat  Bank  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915F, 

928. 
Fresno  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  497,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915F,  1109. 
Fresno  County,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2221,  App.  No.   1002,  March  13, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
Fresno  Interurban  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2078,  App.  No.  1084,  Jan. 

15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  799,  800. 
Fuchs  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Iowa,  No.  A-1825,  Aug.  31,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.   W.   R.   Co.    (Iowa,  A-1825,  Aug.   31,   1916) 

P.UJR.1916E,  927. 
Fuel  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1355,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  848. 
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Fuhnnanii  ▼.  Cataract,  Power  k  Conduit  Co.   (N.  Y.  Case  No.  2590, 

Dec.  No.  219,  June  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  262. 
FuUer,  Re  (Conn.  No.  Ifi02,  AprU  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  916. 

id.  v.  Philippine  Islands  Teleph.  4t  Teleg.  Co.  (Philippine,  No.  193, 

July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
id.  V.   Philippine  Islands  Teleph.   &   Teleg.   Co.    (Philippine,  No. 
193,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1113. 
.  F.  W.  &  D.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  317,  Authority  No.  268,  April  28, 
1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  90. 

Qalena  Commercial  Club  ▼.  Lusk   (Kan.  Docket  912,  April  6,  1916) 
P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
id.  ▼.  Missouri,  K.  k  T.  R.  Co.  (Kan.  Docket  01^,  April  6,  1916) 

P.UJ1.1915F,  74. 
id.  T.  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.    (Kan.  No.  868,  Jan.   12,  1916) 
P.U.R.1916E,  929.' 
Galesburg  ▼.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3677,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
Galesburg  U.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (IlL  No.  3314,  May  6,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  960. 
Qalva  Electric  Co.,  Re   (III  No.  4016,  Aug.  19,  1016)    P.U.R.1916E, 

860. 
Galva  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  3606,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915G,  99. 
Gard,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2325,  April  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
Garden  Bay  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-946,  Aug.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  904. 
Garden  QroTe  City  Water   Co.,  Re    (Cal.   Dec.  No.  2716,   App.   No. 
1796,  Aug.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1037. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2716,  App.  No.   1796,  Aug.  26,   1915)    P.U.R. 
1915F,  1060. 
Gardner  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  April  10,  1916)    P.U.R.1915E, 

124. 
Garrison  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.    (Kan.  No.  1031,  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  920. 
Gary,  Heat,  Light  A  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1260,  March  25,  1916) 
P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1270,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1270,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1295,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  929. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1760,  Sept.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
General  Chemical  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3156,  June  3, 
1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  3156,  June  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1072. 
General  Orders  Nos.  1,  2  (Wyo.  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
id.  No.  3  (Colo.  March  31,  1916)  PJJ.R.1915F,  1085. 
id.  No.  6  (Colo.  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1063. 
id.  No.  7   (Colo.  Sept.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1106. 
Geneseo  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4180,  Sept.  29,  1915)    P.U.R.1915P, 
802. 
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Gwish  Teleph.  Line,  Re   (111.  No.  8380,  P«b.  19,  1916)   P.U.R.1915A, 

929. 
G.  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  461,  Sept.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1095. 
Gheffoli  V.  Marin  Water  &  P.  Co.   (CaL  Caae  No.  712,  Dec.  No.  2660, 

Aug.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  857* 
Ghriest,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2081,  App,  No.  1448,  Jan.  16,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915B,  296. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2441,  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1007w 
Gierke  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  March  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

923. 
Giguere,  Re  (N.  H.  Order  No.  424,  Feb.  9,  1915)  P.U.R,1915B,  297. 
Gilkey  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Or.  File  No.  F-39g,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  922. 
Gladora  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2242,  App.  No.  1509,  March  18, 

1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
Glasgow  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Mont.  Docket  No.  493,  Ang.  6, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  78.  ' 

Glendale  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2410,  App.  No.  1617,  May  22, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 
Glengarry  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  480,  July  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
Glen  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  No.  456,  Aug.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  360. 

id.   (N.  H.  D-259,  Order  No.  466,  Aug.  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  S62. 
Gloucester  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1916B,  67,  68. 
Godchaux  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2423,  Sept.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 
Gogebic  &  I.  C.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Midi.  D-846,  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  902. 
Gold  Banner  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (CaL  Case  No.  691, 

Dec.  No.  2179,  Feb.  27,  1916)  P.UJR.1916D,  1072. 
Golden  State  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Cal. 

Case  No.  676,  Dec.  No.  2247,  March  22,  1916)    P.U.R.1916P, 

60. 
Gomple  Application,  Re  (Cal.  No.  846,  Dec.  No.  2197,  March  5,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  60. 
Goodhue,  Re  (Minn.  Aug.  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
Gosline  &  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.    (Ohio,  No.  361,  March  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  1070. 
Government  Valley  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  No.  5,  Aug.  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  852. 
Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D^918,  July  20,  1915)   P.UJl. 

1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich.  X-361,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 
id.  Allen  County  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  171. 
id.  Nichols  &  C.  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 
Grand  Rapids  Asso.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  System  (Mich.  D-966,  Oct.  19, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 
Grand  Rapids  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D^961,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1039. 
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Grand  Hidge  v.  Public  Service  Co.    (IlL  Na.  3343,  AprU  22,  :1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  May  4,  1915)  P.UJa.l915E,  927. 

id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  79,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
'  id.  Paris  Ufg.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  System   (Mich.  No.  S.  D-147,  Jan.  8,  1915)   P.UJt. 
1915B,  157. 

id.   (Me.  March  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.   (111.  No.  3359,  July  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 

id.  Builders'  k  T.  Exch.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  56,  57. 

id.  Builders'  &  T.  Exch.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 

id.  Builders'  &  T.  Exch.  v.,  P.UJt.l915F,  1100. 

id.  Grand  Rapids  Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1108.  • 

id.  Michigan  Builders'  Supply  Co.,  v.,  P.U.R,1915F,  77. 

id.  Saginaw  Paving  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.,  Rfe  (Mich.  X-1725,  July  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  176. 

id.   (Mich.  D-313,  June  26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  908. 

id.  PhilUps  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1069. 
Grand  Valley  Fruit  Freight  Rate  Asso.  v.  Denver  ft  R.  G.  R.  Co.  (CJolo. 

Case  No.  18,  Aug.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Grange  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3717,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  3907,  Sept.  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
Grangeville  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Peterson  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 
Granite  City  &  M.  Belt  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Alton,  G.  &  St.  L.  Traction  Co. 
(111.  No.  3485,  May  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  187. 

id.  v.  St.  Louis  &  N.  £.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3486,  Masch  31,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
Gratiot  County  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-793,  Sept.  lOi,   1916)    P.UJEL 

1916E,  639. 
Gray  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  Sept.  7,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1100. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  F-204i  May  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 
918. 

id.   (Minn.  July  31,  1915)   P.UJ1.1916E,  924. 

id.   (N.  D.  No.  276,  April  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 

id.   (N.  D.  No.  831,  April  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  927. 

id.   (Minn.  Oct,  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 

id.   (Minn.  File  A-1634,  June  18,  1915)  P.U.Ra915F,  1108. 

id.  American  Iron  &  Supply  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.191&B,  854. 

id.  Braham  Mercantile  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  77. 

id.  Business  Men's  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 

id.  Comanche  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 

id.  Dodson  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 

id.  Fvtsno  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 

id.  Glasgow  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  78. 

id.  Hesper  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 

id.  Loma  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1109. 

id.  McC^)e  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 

id.  Nashua  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
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Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  Palmer  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
id.  Scobey  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
id.  Thompson  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  924. 
id.  Whitefish  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
Great  Shoshone  &  T.  F.  Water  Power  Co.,  Re   (Idaho,  Case  No.  Il2, 

Order  No.  269,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1105. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.,  Johnstown  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915E, 

915. 
Green  Bay  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Greenwalt  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1069. 

id.  Reiss  Coal  Co.,  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
Greenberg  Iron  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1313,  May  14,  1915) 

P.UJR.1915D,  1071. 
GreSn  Bros.  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  <La.  No.  2358, 

June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
id.  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2403,  Order  No.  1939, 

Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
Greenburg  Water  Co.,  Beck  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
Greencastle  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1449,  May  4,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  108. 
Greendale,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2314,  App.  No.  1631,  April  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
Greenfield,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  1601,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
Greenview  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3725,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C, 

97. 
Greenville  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohib,  No.  455,  April  7,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  84. 
Greenwalt  v.  Green  Bay  ft  W.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  April  19,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915D,  1069. 
Greenwood  Prairie  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1096. 
Gregory  v.  Michigan  Air  Line  R.  Co.    (Mich.  D-942,  July  9,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
Griep  V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

923. 
Gulf,  C.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  656,  Circular  No.  4839,  Oct.  4, 

1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1096. 
id.  Spivey-Gay  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  75. 
Gulf  of  Colorado  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  697,  Authority  No. 

474,  May  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  91. 
Gunn  V.  Noroton  Water  Co.   (Conn.  No.  1519,  June  16,  1915)   P.UJL 

1915F,  1113. 
Gustin  V.  Detroit  ft  M.  R.  Co.    (Mich.  IV962,  Oct.  13,  1915)    P.UJEL 

1915F,  1101. 

Hagerstown  Light  ft  Heat  Co.,  Re  (Md.  Case  No.  386,  Order  No.  2172, 

Jan.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1915A,  813. 
Hall  V.  Chic^o,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.    (Iowa,  Docket  A'-1646,  Aug.  20, 
1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  915. 
id.  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 
id.  V.  Lincoln  Traction  Co.   (Neb.  No.  272,  July  14,  1915)   P.tJ.R. 
imnK,  856. 
•*^^'^^^— — — ^™^*^'"^— ^■^^■^■■^■^— ■— ^"^ii  » 
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Hamilton  County  Farmers'  Teleph.  Abso.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2294,  Jan.  15* 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 
Hamilton  Teleph.  Co.,  He    (Mo.  No.  588,  January  18,  1915)    P«UJl. 

1916E,  359. 
Hammond,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1501,  April  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
Hampton  Waterworks  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  No.  449,  July  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  360. 
id.   (N.  H.  No.  451,  July  12,  1915)  P.U.R,1915E,  360. 
id.   (N.  H.  No.  455,  July  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  360. 
Hanford  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2417,  May  24,  1915)   P,U.R.1915D, 

1007. 
Happy  Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  App.  No.  1814,  Dec.  No. 

2692,  Aug.  14>  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  638. 
Hardwich,  Re  (Vt.  No.  326,  Feb.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  848. 
Harrii^urg  Independent  Teleph.  O.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3369,  March  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915A,  929. 
Harriston  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  3470,  March  4,  1915)  P.UJL191fiA, 

929. 
Hartford  Commercial  Club  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  k  O.  R.  Co.  (8.  D.  No. 

F^205,  Sept.  29,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
Hartford  Light  4  P.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  I>^34,  June  8,  1915)  P.UJtJ915F, 

902. 
id.   (Mich.  D-934,  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  904. 
Hartland  Station,  Re  (N.  D.)  No.  563,  April  19,  1915)  P.U.R.191l>E, 

922. 
id.   (N.  D.  No.  563,  April  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
Harvacd  v.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  (111.  Case  No.  29M,  June  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 
Hawkes  Electric   Co.,   Re    (Izid.   No.   1195,  March   26,   1915)    P.UJt 

1915F,  73. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  1838,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
Hawthorne  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  Nb.  2658,  App.  No.  1792,  Aug. 

3,  191,5)   P.U.R.1915F,  1059. 
Hays,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  1018,  March  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1081. 
Hayward  v.  San  Lorenzo  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2636,  Case  No.  445, 

July  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  842. 
Hebard  Exp.  &  Van  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  3414,  March  23,  1915)   P.UJR. 

1915B,  297. 
Hebron   Water   O).,   Re    (111.   No.   1627,  July   1,   1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1078. 
Hcff  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (Ohio,  No.  501,  June  18,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1094. 
Hennebry  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2210,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  174. 
Hermel  &  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.    (Minn.  May  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  57,  58. 
Hermosa  Beach  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2099,  App.  No.  1488) 

P.U.R.1916A,  798,  799. 
Herrin   Northern   R.   Co.,  Re    (HI.   No.   4025,   Aug.   5,   1915)  .P.U.R. 

1915E,  639. 
id.   (111.  No.  3713,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 
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Hesper  t.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  482,  July  26,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  921. 
Heyman  Co.  v.  Atchifloo,  T.  P.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  <Cal.  Case  No.  738,  Dec. 

No.  2181,  Feb.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
Hickman  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2629,  Oct.  16,  1915)  P.UJt.l915F, 

103*9. 
Highland  Park,  Re  (Mich.  No.  X-5624,  May  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Highstown  t.  PennsylTania  R.  Co.    (N.  J.  No.  2165,  Fdb.  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
Hobokai  Mfrs.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  June  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  58. 
Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  623,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1089. 
Holland  City  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-847,  Jan.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A, 

646. 
Holmes  Jitney  Bus  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-916,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P, 

901. 
Holt  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-86,  June  17,  1916)  P.UJR.1915E, 

1104. 
Home  Tdeph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2872,  May  10,  19^5)   P.U.R. 

1915D,  1006. 
Hwne  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  Jan.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 
Hopple  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Ck).  (Ohio,  No.  444,  April  23,  1915)  P.UJR. 

1915D,  1071. 
Hosmer,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  ▼.,  P.U.R.1916F,  65. 
Howard,  Re   (D.  C.  P.  U.  C.  No.  1642,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916P, 

1063. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  k  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  25,  1915)  P.UJL 

1916E,  924. 
Howard  &  Chicksaw  County,  Blwood  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Hoyleton  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3776,  April  22,  1915)  P.UJR. 

1915D,  1039. 
id.   (HI.  No.  3631,  April  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  860. 
Hudson  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  28,  1915,  P.U.R. 

1915F,  177.  • 

Hudson  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3467,  June  8,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F, 

687. 
Hughes  County,  State  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
Humboldt  Transit  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2089,  App.  No.  1491,  Jan. 

20,  1916)   P.U.R.lfl15A,  798. 
id.   (Cal.   Dec.   No.   2122,   App.   699,   Feb.   3,   1916)    P.U.R.1916A, 

798. 
Huntingburg,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1388,  March  26,  1916)   P.UJ1.1915F,  927. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1388,  April  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
Huntington  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  444, 

Dec.  No.  25W,  June  21,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  1070. 
Hurlbut  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Ck).  (111.  No.  3664,  May  20,  1016)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  181. 
Hurst  V.  Erie  R.  Co.   (Pa.  No.  289,  Feb.  17,  1916)   P,U.R.1916E,  918. 
iA.  V.  Northwestern  Elev.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3093,  Sept.  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
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Huse  Spool  &  Bobbin  Co.,  Re   (Me  U-49,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915I; 

831. 
Huston,  Re  (111.  No.  3708,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
Hyattsville  Gas  &  £.  Co.,  Re  (Md.  Case  No.  915,  Order  No.  450,  Julj 

28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  359. 
Hydro-Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  1682,  Sept.  13,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  802. 
Idaho  &  W.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ida.  Case  No.  F-86,  Order  No.  234,  June 
10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 

id.   (Idaho  Case  No.  F-86,  Order  No.  251,  July  7,  1915)    P.U.R. 
191 5E,  919. 
Idaho^Oregon  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho  No.  208,  March  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  925. 
Illinois  Brick  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  Nos.  2960  A  2975, 

Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  72. 
Illinois  Central  Traction  C5o.,  Re  (111.  No.  L-e67  A  L-668,  March  31, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  8679,  April  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1038. 

id.   (III.  No.  3371,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 

id.   (111.  No.  3652,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 

id.   (HI.  No.  af652,  July  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 

id.   (111.  No.  3480,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  3849,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  3850,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.  (111.  No.  3851,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.  (III.  No.  3852,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  8853,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.*  (111.  No.  3854,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  829. 

id.   (111.  No.  3796,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.  (HI.  No.  3966,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.   (111.  No.  4003,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.   (111.  No.  4053,  July  22,  1915,  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.   (111.  No.  4100,  Ang.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  830. 

id.   (111.  No.  773,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 

Id.  (III.  T-9,  March  29,  1915)   P.U.R.19i5F,  62. 

id.   (111.  T-26,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  63. 

id.   (111.  T-36,>  Apr.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  64. 

id.   (111.  T-40,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  65. 

id.   (111.  T-54,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  67. 

id.   (111.  T-77,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.   (111.  T-83,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.   (111.  T-91,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  71. 

id.   (111.  No.  3321,  March  18,  1915)   P,U.R.1915F,  189. 

id.   (111.  No.  3704,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915P,  189. 

id.  (111.  No.  4082,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 

id.  (Or.  No.  3835,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 

id.  (111.  No.  L-745,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 

id.  (111.  L-837,  1^839,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.It.l915F,  107T. 

id.  (III.  L-907,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.lftlSF,  1077. 

id.  (111.  L-981,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
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JUinois  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  L-1033,  §  3904,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1077. 
id.   (111.  No.  2823,  June  30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  No.  3569,  March  4,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1077. 
id.   (111.  No.  3637,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915r,  1077. 
id.   (111.    No.   3869,   L-842,   I>-845,   June   17,   1916)    P.UJ1.1916F, 

1077. 
id.   (III.  E-171,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 
id.   (111.  No.  4022,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
id.  Ashton  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 

id.  V.  Benton   (111.  No.  3503,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  C.  Coal  Co.  (111.  No.  3493,  May  20,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915F,  187. 
id.  Creek  ▼.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  182. 

id.  V.  Decatur  (111.  No.  3824,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  171. 
id.  Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187- 
id.  Macon  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
id.  Mt.  Pulaski  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
Id.  V.  Mulberry  Hill  Coal  Co.   (238  U.  S.  275,  59  L.  ed.  1306,  35 

Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  760,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1052,  1067,  1066. 
id.  Orvil  Light,  Power  A  Water  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1115. 
id.  Pesotum  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915F,  182. 
id.  Pesotum  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  183. 
id.  Rockford  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  184. 

id.  Seymour-White  Heat,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.UJLlfll5F,  63. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  67. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  69. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187.  ^ 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1091. 
Illinois  Freight  Committee,  Re  (111.  T-53,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.RJ1915F, 

67. 
Illinois  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  8479,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

853. 
Illinois  Midland  R.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3827,  May  6,  1916 ^  P.U.R4915F, 

186. 
niinois  Northern  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  T-86,  July  22,  1W6)   P.U.R.1915F, 

70. 
IllinoU  Northern  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3027,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1036. 
id.   (111.  No.  3799,  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  3975,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1041. 
id.   (111.  No.  3266,  April  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  850. 
id.   (111.  No.  3715,  June  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  850. 
id.   (111.  No.  3480,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3765,  April  22,  1916) 

P.trJl.l»16P,  1116. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  Case  No.  3668,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
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IllinoiB  Northern  Utilities  Co.  v.  Chicago  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  206, 
June  3,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1079, 
id.  Harvard  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1101. 

id.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3641,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 
187. 
Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Commission,  Re  (111.  Nos.  4211  &  4212,  Sept 

22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  259. 
Illinois  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4025,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

851. 
Illinois  Southern  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (lU.  No.  8639,  March  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916D,  1038. 
Illinois  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-13,  March  29,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

62. 
Illinois  Terminal  R.  Ca,  Re  (DL  Na  4025,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1070. 
Illinois  Traction  System,  Re  (111.  No.  3124,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

926. 
IlliopoUs  &  C.  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Colwell  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1112. 
Iloilo  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Philippine  No.  301,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

804. 
Increase  of  Freight  Rates,  Re    (Md.  Case  No.   186,  Order  No.  2197, 

Feb.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  76. 
Indiana  &  M.  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-668,  June  18,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  903. 
Indiana  Excavating   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.   1692,  July   1,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1084. 
Indiana  Gaslight  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1427,  April  23,  1916)  P.UJR.1916E, 

108. 
Indiana  Harbor  Belt  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3837,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R 
1915E,  926. 
id.  (lU.  T-19,  March  29,  1915)  P.U.R,1915F,  63. 
id.   (111.  T-65,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.   (111.  No.  8662,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (111.  No.  4117,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (111.  E-267,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1079. 
Indiana,  I.  A  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  L-783,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P, 

1078. 
Indianapolis  &  C.  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1496,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R 
1915E,  108. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1384,  April  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 
Indianapolis  Water  Co.,  Re    (Ind.   No.   526,  March   12,   1915)    P.U.R 
1915E,  107. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1338,  March  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  107. 
Indiana  R.  k  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  76,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1071. 
Indiana  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1558,  June  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 
831.  , 
id.   (Ind.  No.  964,  Feb.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  848. 
id.    (Ind.  No.  1572,  July  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
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Interlocking   System   at   Tower   Two,   Kalamazoo,   Re.,   Inspection    of 

(Mich.  D-580,  Jan.  5,  1916)  P.U.R.1915B,  157. 
International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  1074,  May  8,  1915)  P.UJL 

1916F,  90. 
id.   (Tex.  No.  982)   P.U.R.3916F,  92. 
id.   (Tex.  No.  1076,  June  16,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
International  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  292,  Sept.  18;  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1055. 
International  Paper  Co.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  No.  F.  C.  23,  June  21, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Interstate  Public  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1542,  July  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  109. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1763,  Sept.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  802. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  209,  July  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1913F,  1086. 
id.   (Ind.  Nos.  1820,  1821,  Oct.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
id.  McCarthy  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 
id.  Seymour  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
Interstate  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  App.  No.  124,  Jan.  15,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  1102. 
Inter-State  Teleph.  &  Teleg.   Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  2274,   Aug.   19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  1103. 
Intertownship  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3811,  May  20,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915D,  1040. 
Investigation  &  Suspension  Supplement  to  Western  Trunk  Lines  Rules 

Circular,  Re   (S.  D.  No.  F,  105,  Feb.  11,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 

58. 
Investigation  of  Merchandise  &  Commodity  Tariffs  of  Rates  on  RaiK 

roads,  Re  (Neb.  General  Order  No.  19,  Supp.  Order  No.  4,  Jan. 

26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  79. 
Iowa  Terminal  Co.  v.  Weil  (Iowa,  May  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Ipava  V.  Central  Illinois  Pub.  Service  Co.  (111.  No.  3678,  May  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Ironwood  &  B.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-907,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R 

191 5F,  902. 
Irvington  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  June  2,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  917. 

Jackson,  Re  (111.  No.  3965,  June  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1041. 
Jackson  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Michigan  d.  R.  Co.    (Mich.  D-878, 

Sept.  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Jackson  County  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (Mo.  No.  584,  March  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  172. 
Jackson  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3460,  Sept.  2,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  1104. 
Jansen  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  No.  2325,  April  28,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  369. 
JansB  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec  No.  2406,  App.  No.   1603,  May  21,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Jantlia  Light  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  371,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  84. 
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Jarren  ▼.  Northwestern  Elev.  R.  Co.    (IlL  No.  3923,  Sept.  7,  1^15) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
Jaaper,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1498,  July  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 
Jasper  County  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3691,  June  17,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1112. 
JefferBon  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  487,  May  21,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  949. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  487,  May  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1061. 
JohnBon  v.  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Iowa  Docket  A-1876,  July 

30,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916F,  189. 
id.  V.  Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (Neb.  No.  3402,  Sept.  11,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1113. 
id.  V.  Pennaylvania  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1001,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

172. 
Johnson  County  Mut.  Teleph.  C3o.,  Re   (111.  No.  3680,  June  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Johnston  City  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4020,  Aug.  5,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  639. 
Johnston  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2512,  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

1105. 
Johnstown  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  (Colo.  Informal 

Complaint  No.  31,  Formal  Complaint  No.  16,  April  1,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  916. 
Joliet  k  S.  Traction  Co.,  Thompson  Carnation  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Jones,  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Joy  Switchboard  Co.,  Re  (2  cases)    (111.  No.  3449,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Juday  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1071. 
Judge  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (N.  D.  F-203,  May  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  854. 

Kalamazoo,  L.  S.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-134,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  996. 
Kankakee  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re    (111.  E-283,  Sept.  2,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1080. 
Kansas  City,  M.  «k  O.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  Nos.  10  &.  17,  June  7,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915F,  92. 
id.  Boring-Kim  Produce  Ck).  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Kansas  City  Missouri  River  Nav.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3908,  June  3,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 
Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2224,  Order  No.  1902, 
April  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  75. 
id.   (La.  No.  2258,  Order  No.  1882,  March  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

75. 
id.  Re  (La.  No.  2249,  Jan.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
id.   (La.  No.  2249,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
id.   (La.  No.  2261,  Order  No.  1876,  Feb.  23,  1915)    P.U.R.1916F, 
74. 
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Kearney  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.   (L«.  No.  2314,  F*.  23,  1W5)   P.U.R. 

10150,  77. 
Keefer  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.    (Pa.  No.  316,  Feb.  17,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  918. 
id.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.    (Pa.  No.  316,  Feb.  17,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  922. 
Kelsey  Wheel  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-5955,  Oct.  11,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1054. 
Kenney,  C.  &  F.  Mut.  Tcleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3576,  May  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  1104. 
Kenohio  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  661,  July  27,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E, 

89. 
Kensington  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Burnham  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
Keweenaw  Bay  Local  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-891,  Feb.  23,  1915) 

5.U.R.1915B,  297. 
id.   (Mich.  D-891,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  900. 
Keweenaw  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  5836,  Aug.  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1054. 
Kingfield  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  42,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E, 

961. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  60,  Aug.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
Kinghorne  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.    (Md.  Case.  No.  866,  Order  No. 

2400,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  10S9. 
Kingsburg,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2195,  App.  No.  1459,  March  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  155. 
Kingston  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  April  14,  1915)  P.UA 

1915E,  922. 
Kingston  Mfg.  Co.,  Re  (N.  C.  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1085. 
Kinloch-Bloomington  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3593,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1037. 
Kirby,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2246,  App.  No,  1577,  March  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  827. 
Kirkwood,  Sligh  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1057. 
Klamath  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2222,  App.  No.  988, 

March  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
Klatt  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-179,  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  922. 
Klebs,  Re    (111.  No.  L-914  &  No.  L-911,  July  8,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1078. 
Kleczka  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction   Co.    (Wis.   Sept.  20, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1104. 
Kneisl  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1915C, 

78. 
Knollenberg  Mill.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3802,  June  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 

189. 
Knoxville  Farmers'  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  3620,  April  22,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915C,  97. 
Kock,  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1072. 
Kuhn  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (Wis.  Aug.  28,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1104. 
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Lafayette  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1000,  Feb.  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

1104. 
Lafayette  Waterworks,   Re    (Ind.   No.   1673,   June   17,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  962. 
Lagerquist  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (S.  D.  F-208,  Oct.  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916P,  1111. 
Lagunitas  Development  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2273,  App.  No.  1651, 

April  1,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915E,  827. 
Lake  Charles  Rice  Mill.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Western  R.  Co.    (La.  No. 

2313,  Order  No.  1905,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Lake  Erie  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  580,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,    , 

640. 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Ck).,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  1432,  July  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  74. 
id.  Re  (Ind.  No.  1018,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1527,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  929. 
id.   (111.  No.  4111,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.  Buck  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
id.  Montgomery  Twp.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
id.  Needham  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 

id.  V.  Oxford  (Ind.  No.  179,  Feb.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916B,  156. 
Lake  Erie  A  Y.  R,  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  418,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

87. 
Lake  Huron  Southern  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-920,  June  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  902. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  United  States  Gypsum  Co.,  v.,  P.UJR.1915F, 
76. 
id.   (111.  No.  Ir-709,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
Lake  Shore  Stone  Co.  v.  Fere  Marquette  R.  Co.  ^lich.  D-926,  Sept 

14/1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1069. 
Lancaster  Feed  &  Fuel  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2693,  App.  No.  1813» 
Aug.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  798. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.   No.   2693,   App.  No.   1818,  Aug.   14,   1915)    P.U.R 
1915F,  1060. 
Langan  v.  McCoy  Bros.  (Okla.  Order  No.  894,  Cause  No.  2106,  Feb.  8, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1070. 
Lansing  Fuel  &  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Mich.   D-543,  Sept.   15,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  803. 
Lapeer,  Re  (Mich.  X-341,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
La  Salle  &  B.  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-73,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  69. 
La  Salle  Commercial  Asso.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.    (HI.  No. 

2867,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  62. 
Lassen  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2215,  March  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

1004. 
Lebanon  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (111.  No.  3276,  May  20.  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

950. 
Leef  &  Vanden  Broeck,  Re  (111.  No.  4189,  Sept.  2,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 

830. 
Legrange,  Re  (Ind.  1220,  July  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  929. 
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Lehigh  Coal  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.   (Me.  F.  0.  34,  Aug.  31, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
liChigh  Fire  Brick  Works  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  C.  No.  344,  May 

7,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.,  Barnett  Foundry  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916P,  300. 
id.  Dexter  Portland  Cement  Co.  v^,  P.U.R.1916F,  86. 
id.  Irvington  Bd.  of  Trade  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
id.  Meeker  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1061. 
'      id.  Mills  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1058. 

id.  United  States  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1066. 
Leister,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  635,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  949. 
Lenox  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  Feb.  11,  1915)    (2  cases)   P.U.R.1915B, 

68. 
Leonore  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3575,  April  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915C,  97. 
LeRoy  Electric  Light,  Power  &  Heating  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3089,  Sept. 

2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Levick  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Okla.  No.  490,  Feb.  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  92^. 
Levi  Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2774,  Case  No. 

830,  Sq)t.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1106. 
Lewis,  Re  (Kan.  Docket  931,  Feb.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1106. 
Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  56,  July  6,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  Jan.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  96,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1103. 
id.   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  103,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U,R.1915F,  1103. 
Libby,  McN.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-889,  Feb.  13, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Liberty  Farmers'  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (111.  No.  3496,  Aug.  6,  1015)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Light,  Heat,  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1801,  Oct.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 
1056. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1801-1/2  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Lima  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  439,  Feb.  23,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  83. 
Lincoln,  Re  (N.  H.  No.  423,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  831. 
Lincoln  Ice  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2990,  S^t  2, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  71. 
Lincoln  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Johnson  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1113. 
Lincoln  Traction  Co.,  Hall  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  856. 
Lincoln  Transit  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2407,  July  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916P, 

1103. 
Lisbon  v.  Lisbon  Waterworks  Co.   (N.  H.  No.  D-224,  May  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
Lisbon  Waterworks  Co.,  Lisbon  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
Lisle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.   (Iowa,  Docket  D-673,  Aug. 
31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
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Little  Bay  De  Noc  Ferry  &  Transp.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-706,  March  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  901. 
Littlefield,  Eastern  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1061. 
Lizton  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  1460,  May  28,  1915)    P.UJl. 

1915E,  1104. 
Lloyd,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  666,  July  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
Local  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3794,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1042. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  647,  June  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
Logan  V.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-1877,  July  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  179. 
Loma  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  496,  Oct.  6,  ;L916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 
Long  V.  Philadelphia  A  R.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  382,  July  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

191 5E,  922. 
Long  Beach  Consol.  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2251,  March  22,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1004. 
Long  Island  R.  Co.,  Re   (N.  Y.  No.  212,  June  1,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 
1089. 
id.  Country  Life  Station  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
Long  Valley  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  116,  Order  No.  279, 

Sept.  18,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1096. 
Lorain  County  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  400,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1015F,  803. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  399,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1062. 
Lob  Angeles  &  S.  D.  Beach  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2171,  App.  No. 

1499,  Feb.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  18. 
Los  Angeles  &  S.  D.  Branch  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2763,  App.  No. 

1816,  Sept.  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1037. 
Los  Angeles  R.  Corp.,  Re   (Cal.  No.  2330,  May  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D, 

1005. 
Loudenback   v.   Northwestern   Elev.   R.   Co.    (111.   No.   3993,   Sept.   22, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
Louisiana  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2298,  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  915. 
id.   (111.  No.  2351,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
id.   (111.  No.  2298,  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915K,  916. 
id.   (HI.  No.  2298,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  916. 
id.   (La.  No.  2351,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
id.  Re  (La.  No., 2298,  Feb.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  196. 
id.   (La.  No.  2418,  Sept.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 
id.  Trinity  v.,  P.U.Ra915E,  915.* 
id.  Trinity  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  930. 
Louisiana  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (La.  No.  2415,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1101. 
Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.,  Re    (La.  No.  2317,  March  5,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1915B,  196. 
id.   (La.  Nos.  2280,  2281,  2284,  2285,  2288,  2289,  Jan.  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
id.   (La.  Nos.  2282,  2283,  2286,  2287,  Jan.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B, 
197. 
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Louisiwia  R.  &  Nav.  Co.,  Conrad  v.,  P.U.R.1916E^  915. 

id.  Phillips  Station  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 
Louisiana  Western  R.  Co.,  Lake  Charles  Rice  Mill  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F, 

75. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  1450,  April  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 
177. 
id.   (111.  No.  4177,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.  V.  United   States    (238   U.  S.   1,  59  L.  ed.   1177,  35   Sup.  Ct. 
Rep,  696,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1052,  1059,  1063,  1072. 
Lovell  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  March  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1915B,  296. 
Lowrey,  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Lusk,'  Galena  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
Lynn  Gaa  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  126. 

McCabe  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.    (Mont.  Docket  No.  461,  Jan.  28, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  921. 
McCarthy  v.  Interstate  Pub.  Service  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1310,  July  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 
McCarthy  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2464,  App.  No.  1709,  June  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  828.   ' 
McClelland,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2474,  App.  No.  1654,  June  14,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
McClintock  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3402,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915C,  99. 
McCoy  V.  Marin  Water  &  Power  Co.    (Cal.  No.  735,  June  14,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  730.       ^ 
McCoy  Bros.,  Langan  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
McDonald  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Iowa,  Docket  A-1552,  May 

10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C,  4l5.    * 
Macedonia  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3554,  April  8,  1916)   P.U.R.1915C, 

97. 
McGahee-Smith  Lumber  Co.,  Re   (Ark.  File-H.  M.  G.  Mc-3,  Order  No. 

B-66,  March  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  59. 
MacGillivary  v.  Corona  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2649,  Case  No. 

737,  July  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  925. 
McHenry,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  430,  Feb.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  83. 
McMillan  &  McRea,  Re  (Ida.  Case  No.  F-92,  Order  No.  267,  July  30, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  853. 
McNabb  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3533,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915B,  352. 
Macomb,  I.  k  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  4091,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1078. 
Macon  v.  Illinois  C.  R,  Co.    (111.  No.  C-935,  April  22,  1915)    P.UJt. 

1915F,  181. 
Madison  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (WMs.  Feb.  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915B,  156. 
Madison  County  R.  Co..  Re  (N.  C.  Oct.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 
Madison  Warehouse  (^.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2312,  App.  No.  1519,  April 

20,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  663. 
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Mahoney  v.  Northwestern  Elev.  R.  Co.  (HI.  No.  4040,  Sept.  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
Mahoning  County  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  304,  Jan.  5,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  832. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Maine,  Jan.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916A,  140. 

id.  (Me.  Feb.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  618. 

id;  (Me.  June  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  70,  Aug.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  77,  Aug.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  77.1,  Aug.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  961 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  77.2,  Aug.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  83.2,  Sept.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  84.1,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  87,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  54,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  No.  67,  Aug.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  69,  Aug.  4,  1915)  P.U.R,1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  71,  Aug.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  73,  Aug.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  78.1,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  80.1,  Sept.  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  82,  Sept.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  82.1,  Sept.  10^  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  83,  Sept.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  87.1,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  962. 

id.  (Me.  April  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  995. 

id.  (Me.  Docket  No.  R.  R.  74.1,  Aug.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  90.1,  Sept.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 

id.  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  107,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 

id.  Blaisdell  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1099. 

id.  International  Paper  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  Lehigh  Coal  &  Nav.  Co.  y.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 

id.  Morey  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
,       id.  Shurtleff  A  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  Towle  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1058. 
Manchester  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  Feb.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  124. 

id.   (Mass.  June  3,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
Manila  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Cabarrus  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
Manila  R.  Co.,  Re   (Philippine,  No.  176,  April  6,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E, 
930. 

id.   (Philippine,  No.  233,  June  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  183. 

id.   (Philippine,  No.*  194,  April  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 

id.  Acting  Dist.  Engineer  of  Regal  Province  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 

id.  District  Engineer  t.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 

id.  Kingston  Mfg.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1085. 

id.  Ramos  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  930. 

id.  Santa  Tomas  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  177. 

id.  Tercias  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
Mansfield  Electric  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3761,  June  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 
926. 
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Mansfield  R.  k  Transp.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2331,  March  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
Mansfield  State  Normal  School  y.  Mansfield  Water  Co.   (Pa.  No.  332, 

April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
Mansfield  Water  Co.,  Mansfield  State  Normal  School  v.,  P.U.R.1915F, 

1098. 
Manson  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  988,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1069. 
Marathon  City  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  857. 
Marin  County  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2492,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1007. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2496,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1007. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2386,  App.  No.  947,  May  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

994. 
Marinette  &  M.  Box  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  9, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Marin  Water  A  P.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  No.  2252,  March  22,  1915)   P.UJl. 

1915D,  1004. 
id.  Gheffoli  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  857. 
id.  McCoy  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  730. 
Marin  Water  Power  Co.,  Cohen  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  855. 
Marion  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Cd.    (111.  E-No.  251,  June  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1117. 
Marion  &  B.  Traction  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1335,  May  28,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1088. 
Marion  Light  &  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1510,  Sept.  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  802. 
Marion  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Cascade  Land  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  865. 
Marion  Water  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  413,  Jan.  20,  1916)    P.U.R.1915A, 

351. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  413,  Jan.  29,  1915)    (2  cases)   P.U.R.1915A,  661. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  572,  August  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  89. 
Marlatt,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  592,  Sept.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  834. 
Marquette  County   Gas   &  E.   Co.,   Re    (Mich.   D-304,   Feb.   23,   1915), 

P.U.R.1915F,  900. 
Marquis  v.   Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3408,  March  31, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
Marshall  &  E.  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  24,  Circular  No.  4711,  Jan. 

20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
Martin  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-1946,  July  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  189. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1451,  July  12, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  182. 
Martin-Howe  Coal  Co.  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1188*  Feb.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Martinsville  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1790,  Sept.  17,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  802. 
id.    (Ind.  No.  1190,  April  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
Mascot  &  W.  R.  Cd.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  233,  April  19,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915F, 

185. 
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Mase  V.  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  495,  July  1,  1915)   EU.R. 

1916E,  918. 
id.  V.  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  495,  July  1,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  922. 
Massachusetts  Bd.  of  Gas  &  E.  L.  Comrs.,  Re  (Mass.  Oct.  5, 1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1119. 
Massillon  Electric  &  Gas  Ck).,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  512,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  87. 
Mattawamkeag  A  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  34,  April  27,  1915)  P.UJL    .    . 

1915F,  1067. 
May  V.  Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  469,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

85. 
Mechanic  Falls,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  No.  81,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
Medway  A  D.  Street  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  854,  Feb.  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1075. 
Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  (236  U.  S.  434,  59  L.  ed.  501,  36  Sup. 

Ct.  Rep.  337,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1051. 
Meier  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  May  26,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  925. 
Melberg  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Iowa,  Docket  A-1959,  July  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  184. 
Melmore  Mut  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  536,  June  30,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  949. 
Memphis,  D.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ark.  No.  A-83,  Jime  4,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  914. 
Menasha  Wooden  ware  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 

(Wis.  March  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Merced  Ranch  Co.  v.  Crocker-Huffman  Land  &  Water  Co    (Cal.  Dec. 

No.  2431,  Case  No.  755,  May  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1105. 
Merchants'  Heat  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1492,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  108. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1780,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
id.  Selig  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 
Merchants'  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  4145,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  801. 
id.   (111.  No.  4146,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
id.   (111.  No.  4145,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1060. 
Meredith  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (N.  H.  D-273,  July  7,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  832. 
Meriden  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Kan.  No.  880,  Oct.  6,  1915)    P.U.R,1915E, 

1104. 
Meteor  Boat  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2373,  App.  No.  1647,  May  10,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 
Metropolitan  Coach  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  F.  C.  31,  P.  U.  C.  No.  31,  P.  U.  C. 

1493/2,  Order  No.  150,  May  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 
Miami  Light,  Heat  &.  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  476,  May  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  833. 
Midiigan  Air  Line  R.  Ck).,  Gregory  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
Michigan  Asso.  of  Ice  Cream  Mfrs.  v.   New  York  C.   R.  Co.    (Mich. 

I>-898,  March  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
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Michigan  Builders'  Supply  Co.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  System  (Mich.  D-918, 

Aug.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Michigan  Central,  Re  (Mich.  X-3903,  Feb.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3639,  April  3,  1915)    P.U.R.19i5D, 
1038. 
id.   (Mich.  X-1575,  Jan.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  930. 
id.   (111.  T-10,  March  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  62. 
id.   (Mich.  5744,  Aug.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
id.   (Mich.  D-26,  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich.  5812,  Sept.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich  D-918,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  188. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5812,  July  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  188. 
id.   (Mich.  D-906,  Feb.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E',  900. 
id.   (111.  No.  2862,  March  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1073. 
id.   (111.  No.  3735,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (111.  T-64,  Jtme  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 
id.  Jackson  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
id.  Miller  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 

id.  Saginaw  Valley  Lumber  Dealer's  Asso.  v.,  P.TJ.R.1915F,  77. 
id.  State   Public   Utilities   Commission   ex   rel.   Spears   v.,   P.U.R. 
1915F,  J71. 
Michigan,  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  X-5240,  March  5,  1915}   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1101. 
Michigan  Mfrs.  Asso.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-766,  Feb.  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Michigan  Northern  Power  C<5.,  Re  (Mich.  D-717,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  900. 
Michigan  Power  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-371,  Jan.  28,  1916)    P.U,R.1915A, 

545,  546. 
Michigan  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-580,  May  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 

id.   (Mich.  X-361,  May  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 
Michigan  R.  Engineering  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-580,  Jan.  7,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich.  D-580,  March  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
id.   (Mich.  D-580,  Feb.  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,.  1119. 
Michigan  State  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-915,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  831. 
id.   (Mich.  D-939,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
id.   (Mich.  D-953,  Aug.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
id..  (Mich.  T-62,  April  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  1104. 
id.  Camden  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  1112. 
Michigan  United  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-672,  April  15,  1915)    (3  cases) 

P.U.R.1916F,  901. 
Michigan  United  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-279,  Jan.  8,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915B,  157. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  X-1633,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1016F,  178* 
Middlepoint  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  438,  May  3,  1915)  P.UJl. 

1915E,  85. 
Middletown  Twp.,  Re  (N.  J.  March  2,  1916)  P.U.R.IOISP,  176. 
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Middleville  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  Case  No.  4889,  No.  211,  Maj 

25,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  864. 
Midland  Counties  Public  Service  Corp.,  Re    (Cal.  No.  2364,  May  7, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2719,  App.  No.  1886,  Aug.  30,  1916)    P.UJt. 

1915F,  1038. 
Midland  Valley  R.  Co.,  Pawhuska  Vitrified  Brick  A  Tile  Co.  v.,  P.U.R. 

1916F,  85. 
Midland  Warehouse  A  Transfer  Co.,  Re  (IlL  No.  3478,  Feb.  25,  1915 

P.U.R.1916D,  1035. 
id.   (111.  No.  4150,  Sept.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  801. 
Midway  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2718,  App.  No.  1852,  Aug.  30, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916P,  1038. 
Milburn  &  A.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2484,  June  14,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  1105. 
Milbury  Water  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  April  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  124. 
Miller  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  2793,  June  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  930. 
Miller  &  Co.  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Midi.  D-901,  Feb.  22,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1915^,  76. 
Millersburg,  W.  &  0.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  394,  Jan.  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915A,  560,  561. 
Mills  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.   (238  U.  S.  473,  59  L.  ed.  1414,  36  Sup. 

Ct.  Rep.  888,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1058,  1063. 
Millstadt  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3459,  Aug.  5,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F, 

687. 
Mill  Valley  A  Mt.  S.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  No.  2383,  May  10,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915D,  1006. 
Mill  Village  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  349,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1110. 
Milwaukee  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  30,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915B,  155. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Alton  ▼.,  P.UJ1.1916F,  1104. 

id.  Kuhn  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1104. 
Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.,  Kleczka  v.,  P.U.R.1015F,  1104. 
Minden   City   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Mich.   D-732,   Aug.   10,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  904. 
Minimum  Storage  Charge  Rates,  Re  (Ner.  Docket  No.  3,  June  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  663. 
Minimum  Weights,  Re    (Nev.   Docket  No.  2,  Aug.  28,  1916)    P.UJL 

1915F,  84. 
Minneapolis  &  R.  L.  A  M.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Minn.  Aug.  24,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  921. 
Minneapolis  A  R.  River  R.  Co.,  Re    (Minn.  A-1684,  Aug.  lis,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  928. 
Minneapolis  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3671,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  829. 
id.   (111.  T-44,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.   (111.  No.  3712,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (Minn.  A-1786,  Oct.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 
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Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3952,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  1091. 

id.  Nelson  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 

id.  Robertson  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  924. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  D.  No.  847,  Mardi  19, 
1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 

id.   (111.  T-70,  June  17,  1916)  P.UJR.1916F,  69, 

id.   (111.  T-98,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  78, 

id.  Auburndale  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 

id.  Boardman  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 

id.  Boyle  Ice  Co.  ▼.,  P.U.R.1916F,  71. 

id.  Cadott  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  166. 

id.  Canton  Social  Center  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  919. 

id.  Dame  v.,  P.UJ1.1915D,  1071. 

id.  Dobbins  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 

id.  Fargo  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 

id.  Menasha  Woodenware  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 

id.  Sussens  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 

id.  Westrom  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 

id.  Worden-Allen  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1072. 

id.  Ziesenis  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
Minor  t.  Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (La.  No.  2274,  Order 

No.  1881,  March  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
Mintum  v.  St.  Joseph  ft  G.  I.  R.  Co.  (Kan.  Docket  No.  805,  March  8, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916C,  77. 
Mississippi  River  Power  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3791,  May  6,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  1098. 
Mississippi  Valley  Teleph.  Co*,  Re  (111.  No.  3986,  July  8,  1916)  P.UJL 
1915D,  1042. 

id.   (111.  No.  3899,  Aug.  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  947. 

id.   (HI.  No.  3901,  Aug.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1074. 

id.   (111.  No.  4065,  Aug.  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
Missouri  &  K.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  No.  322,  M«rch  1,  1916)   F.VJEL 

1915F,  1119. 
Missouri  Co.,  Cavin  v.,  P.U.R.1916C,  78. 

Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Tex.  No.  1082,  Feb.  6^  1916)   P.UJL 
1916F,  87. 

id.   (Tex.  No.  1218,  May  18,  1916)  P.U.R^1916F,  91. 

id.  Galena  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  Re    (Neb.  No.  2307,  Jan.  22,  1916)   P.UJ1.1916F, 
79. 

id.   (Nd).  No.  2360,  March  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2383,  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2399,  April  27,  1913)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2432,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  82, 

id.  Civic  Itoprov.  Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  72. 

id.  Jackson  County  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  172. 

id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  66. 
Mitchell  V.  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.  No.  636,  July  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1109, 
Mitehell  Coal  A  C.  Co.,  Pennsylvania  R.  Go.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
1 . ■■     ■  — * — . 
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Mobile  oc  0.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-271,  Sept.  2,  1915)  r.U.R.1916E,  926. 
id.   (111.  T-37,  Apr.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  64. 
id.   (111.  E-186,  Apr.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1071. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-173,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
id.   (111.  E-159,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
id.   (111.  No.  E-278,  Sept.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1119. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915r,  66. 
Modesto  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2317, 

Case  No.  567,  April  21,  1915)  P,U.R.1915E,  919. 
Moher  v.  Pearl  City  Independent  Teleph.  Co.    (111.  No.  2938,  July  1, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  946.  i 

Moline,  Re  (Mich.  No.  5738,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Monk  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  Jan.  28,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  923. 
Monmouth,  Re  (Me.  March  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  184. 
Monmouth   County   Electric   Co.,  Re    (N.   J.   Sept.   21,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1685. 
id.   (N.  J.  July  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1103. 
Monmouth   Public    Service   Co.,   Re    (111.   No.    3354,   March   4,    1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1036. 
Monona  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Clayton  County  (Iowa  Docket  E-148,  Feb. 

27,  1915)   P.U.R.1915A,  936. 
Monon  &  F.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1236,  Jan.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1104. 
Monson  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  R.  R.  Na  90,  Sept.  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1068. 
Montana,  W.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Bear  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Monterey  &  D.  M.  Heights  R.  Co.,  Re   (Oal.  App.  No.  1628,  Dec.  No. 

2278,  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
Monterey  &  P.  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Oal.  App.  No.  1687,  Dec.  No.  2424,  May 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  861. 
Montezuma,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1494,  May  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  108. 
Montgomery  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (111.  No.  4119,  Sept.  22,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  801. 
id.   (111.  No.  4119,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.UJ1.1915F,  1060. 
Montgomery  Twp.  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  C-936,  April  8, 

1915)   JP.U.R.1915F,  181. 
Montpelier  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  540,  July  6,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

833. 
Montpelier  Utilities  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.  1092,  Feb.  3,  1915)    (2  cases) 

P.U.R.1916A,  637. 
Montville  Twp.,  Re  (N.  J.  April  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  179. 
Mooreland  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1546,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  1104. 
Mooresville,  Ex  parte    (Ind.  No.   1719,  Sept.   13,   1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 

927. 
Moosehead  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Jan.  12,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
Morey  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 
Morgan   County   Light  &  P.   Co.,   Re    (Ind.   No.   1810,  Oct.   7,   1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
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Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  Ex  parte   (La.  No.  2275, 

Order  No.  1871,  Feb.  23,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  74. 
id.  Baton  Rouge  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.,  P.U.R.1915P,  1092. 
id.  Minor  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
id.  Washington  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
id.  Washington  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Morgantown  Electric  Light  Plant,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1779,  Sept.  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
Morley  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.    (La.  No.  2368,  May  25,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  920. 
•  Morocco  Utilities  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1808,  Oct.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

899. 
Morris,  Re  (111.  No.  3394,  Feb.  19, 1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  929. 

id.  Cadillac  Lumber  Exch.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Morris  County  Traction  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  Sept.  21,  1915)    P.U.R.1915P, 

1103. 
Morris  Grocery  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  1316,  April  9,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  672. 
id.  V.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1316,  April  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1105. 
Morriscm  Teleph.  Ca,  Re   (111.  No.  4069,  Aug.  9,  1916)   P.l).R.1915E, 

639. 
Morris  Tel^h.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1107. 
Mosel  V.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  (—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —,  177  S.  W. 

1048,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 
Mosler  Safe  CJo.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  Oct.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F, 

1110. 
Motley  V.  Dakota  Cent.  Teleph.  Co.,  (S.  D.  F-.194,  May  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  1106. 
Mountain  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2328,  App.  No.  1682, 

April  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Mountain  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  No.  229,  April  29, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  270,  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
id.  (Ida.  Case  No.  106,  Order  No.  2fl0,  July  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

960. 
id.   (Ariz.   Informal    Complaint   No.    139,   Oct.   27,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1073. 
Mt.  Carmel  Public  Utility  A  Service  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3122,  July  29, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  639. 
Mt.  Carroll  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3520,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916B,  352. 
Mt.  Ephraim  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  630,  Oct.  15,  1916)   P.UJt. 

1915F,  1062. 
Mt.  Grab  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.   467,  April  29,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916E,  949. 
Mt.  Konocti  L^ht  A  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  247«,  June  14,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1P15D,  1007. 
Mt.  Pulaski  r.  Illinbis  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  8064,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  920. 
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Mt.  Pulaski  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (in.  Case  No.  4116, 

Aug.  19,  3916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
Mt.  Pulaski  teleph.  &  Electric  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  S699,  July  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915n,  1042. 
Mt.   Sterling  Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (111.   No.   3102,   Feb.   19,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915A,  929. 
Mt.  Vernon   Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re.  (Me.  U  66,  Sept.  28,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  1039. 
id.   (Me.  U  62,  Sept.  14,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,-1080. 
Mt.  Whitney  Power  &  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2240,  March  18,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1004. 
Mugan,  Re  (Mich.  D-921,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1061. 
Mulberry  Hill  Coal  Co.,  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1052. 
Municipal  League  v.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  1,  June 

26,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1031,  1032. 
id.  V.  Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  1,  June  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1066. 
Munsell    v.    Pennsylvania    R.    Co.    (N.    J.    April    6,    1915)     (2    cases) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1085. 
Murphy sboro  Teleph.   Co.    (111.  E-163,   March   18,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F, 

1115. 
Mutual  Electric  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  503,  July  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

89. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  502,  July  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
Mutual  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3352,  March  4,  1915)    P.U.R.1915B, 

352. 
M.  W.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Bear  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
Myrtle  Creek,  Re  (Or.  No.  F-411,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  185. 

Naponee  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  App.  No.  2492,  Aug.  31,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1097. 
Narragansett  Electric  Lighting  Co.,  Re   (R.  I.  No.  170,  Jan.  20,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  963. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  198,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  963. 
Nashua  v.  Great  Northern   R.   Co.    (Mont.   No.   491,   Aug.   27,   1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
Nashville  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (111.  Case  No.  3436,  March  18,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916B,  297. 
id.   (111.  No.  4033,  July  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  688. 
National  Brick  Co.  v.  Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  2989,  Sept.  29, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
National  Dock  &  S.  Warehouse  C^.,  Re  (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  136,  March  29, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1069. 
Nave  V.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.   (Ind.  No.  902,  June  11,  1915)   P.XJ.R. 

1915D,  1071. 
Neal,  J.  &  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (Minn.  April  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
Nebraska  Steam  Road,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2223,  June  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

930. 
Nebraska  Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Neb.  No.   2366,   March   13,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  1105. 
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Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No,  2372,  April  6,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1106. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2436,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R,1915E,  1105. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2457,  July  24,  1915)  P.UJa.l916E,  1105. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2387,  April  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2388,  April  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2389,  April  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  1106. 
id.   (Neb.  App.  No.  2448,  July  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  1106. 
id.  (S.  D.  F-190,  June  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1107. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2382,  April  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
id.   (Neb.  Nob.  2453-2456,  July  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2467,  July  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2490,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2498,  Sept.  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1098. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2517,  Sept.  23,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1098. 
Nedved  v.  Chieago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (—  S.  D.  — ,  153  N.  W.  886) 

P.U.R.1915E,  927. 
Needham  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  757,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.UJEL 

1915D,  1070. 
Nelson  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  Docket  A-'135,  Sept.  27, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1108. 
New  Albany  v.  New  Albany  Waterworks    (Ind.  No.  1120,  March"  12, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
New  Albany  Waterworkks,  New  Albany  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
New  Albany  Waterworks   Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.   1111,   March   12,   1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  107. 
New  Bedford  Gas  &  Edison  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  July  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1081. 
New  Bedford  Gas  &  Edison  Light  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  125. 
New  Bedford  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  April  1,  1915)  P.U.R.IOISF, 
1057. 
id.   (Mass.  July  2,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1057. 
New  Concord  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Ohio  No.  410,  Jan.  '15,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  949, 
New  England  Teleph.  k  Teleg.  Co.,  Re    (Me.  March  3,  1915)    P.UJl, 
1915E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  50,  July  27,  1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  961. 
id.   (Me.  U-No.  62,  Aug.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  961. 
New  London  Northern  R.   Co.,  Re    (Conn.  No.   1659,  Sept.  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1054. 
Newmark  Grain  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2714,  Case  No. 
814,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
•    id.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2714,  Case  No.  814,  Aug.  26, 
1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
New  Mexico  Wool  Growers*  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (—  N. 

14.  -_,  145  Pac.  1077)  P.U.R.1915E,.925. 
New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2292,  Order  No.  1908, 
April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  75. 
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New  Orleans  G.  N.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte    (La.  No.  2404,  July  20,  1W5) 
P.U.R.1915E,  916. 

id.  Southern  Mineral  k  Land  Impror.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1071. 

id.  Southern  Mineral  &  Land  Improv.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
New  Orleans  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  Abita  Springe  v.,  P.U.R.1016E,  916. 
New  Orleans,  S.  &  G.  I.  R.  C^.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2316,  March  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1089. 
New  Orleans,  T.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2850,  April  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
Newport  Land  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2732,  App.  No.  1800,  Sept.  1, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1060. 
New  Richmond  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  Jan.  30,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  166. 
Newton  Creamery  Co.  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (111.  Modified  Order 

No.  2142,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1916P,  61. 
New  York,  Ramapo  Water  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1065. 
New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  0.  R-445-Mc.,  March 
12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.  Re  (111.  No.  3860,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1070. 

id.   (111.  E-162,  March  18,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1817,  Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 

id.  Wolfe  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  498,  June  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  244. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1396,  June  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  244. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1397,  June  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  244. 

id.   (Mich.  No.  D-860,  April  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1031. 

id.   (Ohio  No.  449,  May  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1031. 

id.   (Ohio  No.  436,  Feb.  24,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  84. 

id.   (111.  T-78,  July  1,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 

id.   (Mich.  No.  D-860,  March  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  900. 

id.   (111.  E-156,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 

id.   (111.  No.  1^751,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

id.   (111.  L-987,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 

id.   (111.  T-104,  Sept.  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1854,  Oct.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-196,  April  22,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1116. 

id.   (111.  No.  E-281,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 

id.   (111.  E-304,  Sept.  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  119. 

id.  Heflf  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 

id.  Michigan  Asso.  of  Ice  Cream  Mfrs.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 

id.  Stevens  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  205,  May  19,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915D,  1071. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  206,  May  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  197,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  963. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  176,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  86. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  196,  April  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  86. 

id.   (R.  L  No.  202,  May  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  86. 

id.   (R.  I.  No.  224,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  186. 

id.   (Conn.  No.  1674,  Sept.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  996. 

Ftn*  Table  of  Cases  Digested ,  see  ante,  pp,  617—660. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


126  CASES  ABSTRACTED. 

New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co*,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1653,  Sept.  0,  1915)  P.UJL 
1915F,  1054. 
id.   (Conn.  P.  S.  C.  90,  Aug.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1082. 
id.   (B.  I.  No.  178,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 
New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Doughtey   (Va.  No.  481,  May  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1090. 
New  York,  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Scoble  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,-921. 
New  York  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.  No.  4089,  March  30,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1915F,  1097. 
id.  Orleans  County  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1031. 
id.  Orleans  County  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1066. 
Niantic  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3872,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  830. 
Nichols  &  C.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Grand  Rapids  &  lb  R.  Co.   (Mich.  D-829, 

May  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Noble  Fuer  Supply  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  454,  July  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

88. 
Noblesville  Heat,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1246,  Feb.  1,  1916) 
(2  cases)   P.U.R.1915A,  537. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1535,  May  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  831. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1247,  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1637,  May  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1667,  Sept.  13,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Nogales  Electric  Light,  Ice,  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  263,  Sept.  21, 
1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  797. 
id.   (Ariz.  Rates  2-N,  April  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  924. 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Brown  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071, 
Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Whitehurst  (—  Va.  — ,  85  S.  E.  468,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 
Noroton  Water  Co.,  Gunn  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1113. 
Norridgewock,  Re  (Me.  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  172. 
Northampton  Gas  Petition,  Re  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916A,  1109. 
North  Branford,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1553,  June  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  185. 
Northern  C.  R.  Co.,  Davis  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  922. 

Northern  Gravel  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  File  D-620,  March 
31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  (Iowa,  File  D-620,  April  15,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
Northern  Indiana  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  671,  May  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  927. 
id.   (Ind.  No.  1480,  May  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
Northern  Line  Co.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.,  (Mich.  D-904,  May  28,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  56. 
Northern  Ohio  Traction  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  666,  July  27,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  89. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  March  19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
id.   (Minn.  March  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
id.  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
id.  Polleys  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1069,  1070. 
id.  Polleys  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
id.  Polleys  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
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Northern  Wood  Fuel  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  23, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Northfield  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.  l>-233,  June  8,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  184. 
Northfield  Twp.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  3348,  May  20, 1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
North  Fork  Ditch  Co.,  Re  (CaL  No.  2319,  April  21,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916D, 

1005. 
North  Michigan  Water  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-715,  Jan.  26,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915A,  545,  646. 
North  Parma  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  T-84,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1104. 
North  Ridgeville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  602,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1075. 
North  Sacramento  Light  &  Water  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2679,  App. 

No.  1726,  Aug.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  928. 
North  Star  Electric  Co.  v.  Storey  County  (Iowa,  File  E-161,  July  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
North  Vernon,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1697,  June  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  109. 
Northwestern  Coal  R.  Co.,  Superior  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  180. 
Northwestern  Elev.  R.  Co.,  Hurst  t.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
id.  Jarrell  v.,  P.UJ1.1915F,  1107. 
id.  Loudenback  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
id.  Mahoney  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1107. 
Northwestern  Ohio  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  530,  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  640. 
Northwestern    P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2138,  App.  No.  1505,  Feb. 

6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
Northwestern  Teleph.   Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  452,  May  4,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  86. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  619,  Oct.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1062. 
Oakland,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2125,  App.  Nos.  1465,  1466,  Feb.  4,  1915) 

P.U.R1915B,  155. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2249,  App.  Nos.  1465,   1466,  March  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  179, 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2125,  App.  Nos.  1465,  1466,  Feb.  4,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191oF,  181. 
OakUnd,  A.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  No.  2327,  April  24,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1915D,  1005. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2434,  App.  No.  1570,  May  29,  1915,  Dec.  No. 

2327,  April  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  898. 
Oakwood  v.  Peoria  &  E.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  C-844,  April  8,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  181. 
Oblong  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3350,  March  18,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915D, 

1036. 
Ocean  City,  Re  (N.  J.  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  185. 
Ocean  Shore  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2769,  App.  No.  1861,  Sept.  20, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1090. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec  No.  2683,  App.  1641,  Aug.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1106. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2768,  App,  No.  1642,  Sept.  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 
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Ooeanside  Electric  &  Oas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec  No.  2170,  App.  No.  1021, 

Feb.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  18. 
id.  (Cal.  No.  2202,  Marcfli  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1916D,  1004. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2503,  June  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  1008. 
Octavia  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2315,  Jan.  26,  1916)   P.U.R.1915A, 

549. 
Ogden,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2311,  App.  No.  1607,  April  20,  1915)  P.UA 

1915F,  663. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  1507,  April  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1032. 
Ogemaw  Power  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-925,  June  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  902. 
Ohio  &  M.  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Ann  Arbot  R.  Co,  (Mich.  D-909,  May 

12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  77. 
Ohio  Electric  R.  Co.,  May  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  85. 
Ohio  Fuel  Supply  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  451,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E, 

833. 
Ohio  Gaslight  &  C.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  458,  May  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

86. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  541,  July  20,  1915)  P.r.R.1915E,  88. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  548,  July  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
Ohio  River  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  G.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (Ohio,  No^  432, 

April  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 
Ohio  River  Electric  R.  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  359,  Feb.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

.       1915E,  83. 
Ohio  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  442,  April  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  84. 

id.   (Ohio,  No.  442,  April  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  85. 
Ohio  State  Power  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  532,  June  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

87. 
Ohio  State  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  437,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

832. 
Ohio  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  421,  Jan.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  351. 
Ohio  Valley  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3692,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R,1915D, 

1039. 
Oil  Belt  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Okla.  Cause  No.  2239,  Order  No.  901,  Feb. 

11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 
O.  K.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Minn.  Sept.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1113. 
Oldaker,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  560,  July  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  833. 
Old  Orchard,  Re  (Me.  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  184. 
Omaha  &  L.  R.  &  Light  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2499,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915E,  903. 
Onaway  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-887,  Jan.  6,  1915)    (2 

cases)  P.U.R.1915A,  546. 
One- Way  Passenger  Tickets,  Re  (Pa.  Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 
Onset  Water  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  April  7,  1915)  P.U,R.1915E,  124. 
Opening  a  Station  House  at  Battle  View,  Re  Petition  (N.  D.  No.  887, 

April  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915C,  77. 
Order  No.  109  (1585)  Re  (Okla.  Feb.  10»  1916)  P.U.R.1916E,  930. 
id.  No.  1883  (La.  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  75. 
id.  No.  B-71    (Ark.  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1090. 
id.  B-72  (Tex.  File-H.  M.  G.-W.-33^  April  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P, 

89. 
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Order  No.  B-7S    (Ark.  Jlle-H.  M.   G.-^l,  April  20,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  60. 
id.  B-97   (Ark.  PUe  H,  M.  G.-B-aO,  A-49,  Aug.  12,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  60. 
Or^fon  &  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Gr.  No.  F-407,  May  18,  1915)  P.U.R.19i6F,  186. 
Oregon  Shortline  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ida.  Case  No.  100,  Order  No.  2^6,  May  1, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.  (IdE.  Case  No.  97,  Order  No.  210,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B, 

962. 
id.  (Idaho,  No.  266,  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
id.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  114,  Order  No.  276,  Sept.  7,  1916)    P.U.R, 

1916F,  1100. 
Oregon-Washington  R.  k  Nav.  Co.,  Re  (Or.  No.  F-397,  March  26,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  177. 
Oregon-Washington   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (Or.   U-F-126,   April  14,   1915) 

P.UJL1916E,  1102. 
Orion  Teleph.  Exch.  Asso.,  Re   (111.  No.  3480,  March  4,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915A,  929. 
id.   (111.  No.  3778,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1096. 
Orleans  County  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  2453,  July  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1031. 
id.  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (N.  Y.  No.  2463,  July  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915r,  1066. 
Oro  Electric  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2239,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D, 

1004. 
Orosi  Orange  Land  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2637,  App.  No.  1782,  July  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Orvil  Light,  Power  &  Water  Co.  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3581,  March 

18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
'Oxford,  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915B,  156. 
Ozark  Grocer  Co.  ▼.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (Ark.  No.  B-68,  April 

9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Pahst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  April  19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916C,  63. 
Pacific  &  I.  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ida.  Case  No.  101,  Order  No.  230,  May  28, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

Pacific  Bldg.   Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2172,  App.  No.   1060,  Feb.  24, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915B,  38. 

Pacific  Coast  Pottery  &  T.  C.  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.,   (Cal.  Case  No. 

692,  Dec.  No.  2315,  April  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2220,  App.  No.  1536,  March 
13,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2408,  App.  Nos.  1486  &  1487,  May  21,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1916F,  180. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2246,  App.  No.  1681,  March  19,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1073. 
Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2087,  App.  No.  1188,  Jan.  20, 
1915)    (2  cases)  P.U.R.1915A,  799. 
id.   (Ariz.  No.  266,  June  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  933. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2294,  April  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
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Pacific  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  250,  June  24,  1915)   P.UJt. 

1915F,  924. 
id;   (Ariz.  No.  19],  March  30,  1915)  P.U.'R.1916F,  1067. 
id.  Municipal  League  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1031. 
id.  Municipal  League  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1066.  * 

id.  Sirard  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  1067. 
id.  Smott  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  854. 
Pacific  Light  &  P.  Corp.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  2104,  App.  No.  1331,  Jan.  27, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  798,  799. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2456,  June  7,  1915)  P.U.R.191«iD,  1007. 
Pacific  Power  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2105,  App.  No.  1266,  Ja«.  27, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  798. 
Pacific  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2375,  May  11,  1015)  P.lJ.R.1915F,  81. 
Pacific  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2147,  App.  No.  1422, 

Feb.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1112.. 
Pacific  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2224,  App.  No.  1449,  March  13, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  827. 
Packmayr,   Re    (Cal.  Dec.   No.  2481,  App.  No.   1715,  June  14,   1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Page  V.  Bangor  A.  R.  Co.   (Me.  F.  C.  41,  Oct.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1100. 
Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.,  Security  Invest.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.915F,  1105. 
id.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.   (Minn.  A-1762,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1092. 
Palmer  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2451,  July  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

1106. 
Pamlico  Chemical  Co.  v.  Washington  &  V.  R.  Co.  (N.  C.  June  25,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  84. 
Paris  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.    (N.  H.  No.  D-211,  Sept.  17, 

1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1110.  * 

Park,  Re  (D.  C,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1685/1  Sept.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1053. 
Parkman  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  445,  April  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

832. 
Parkton  Improv.  Asso.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Md.  No.  952,  July  8, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
Parlier  Winery  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2416,  App.  No.  1530,  May  24, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Patterson,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2274,  App.  No.  1503,  April  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  827. 
id.   (N.  J.  April  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  180. 
Pawhuska  Vitrified  Brick  &  Tile  Co;  v.  Midland  Valley  K.  Co.  (Okla. 

Cause  No.  2349,  Order  No.  938,  Aug.  17,  1915)   P.UJR.1915F, 

85. 
Payne,  Re  (111.  E-218,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Payne  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  429,  Feb.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

832. 
P.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Smith  v„  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Pearl  City  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Moher  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  424,  June  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
id.   (111.  No.  3817,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 
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Pennsylyania  Co.,  Oosline  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916D,  1070. 

Johnson  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  172. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  July  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  917* 
^     id.  V.  Clark  Bros.  Coal  Min.  Co.   (238  U.  S.  456,  59  L.  ed.  1406, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  896,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1069,  1065, 
id.  Crucible  Steel  Co.  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1094. 
id.  Highstown  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  197. 
id.  Keefer  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 
id.  Keefer  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
id.  Lehigh  Fire  Brick  Works  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
id.  V.  Mitchell  Coal  &  C.  Co.   (238  U.  8.  251,  59  L.  ed.  1293,  36 

Sup.  Ct  Rep.  787,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1052* 
id.  Munsell  v.,  P.UJ1.1916F,  1085. 
id.  Parkton  Improv.  Asso.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
id.  Philadelphia  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1089. 

id.  V.  Puritan  Coal  Min.  Co.  (237  U.  S.  121,  69  L.'  ed.  867,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  484,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1064,  1066. 
People  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3318,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  960. 
People  ex  rel.  Board  of  Administration  v.  Peoria  ft  P.  U.  R.  Co.  (111. 

No.  3243,  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
People's  Oaslight  &  C.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3761,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915D,  1040. 
id.   (lU.  No.  3752,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1040. 
People's  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1582,  July  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  1104. 
People's  Teleph.  Asso.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1636,  July  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

831. 
Peoria  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (ID.  No.  E-200,  May  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 
1074. 
id.   (111.  No.  3564,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
id.   (111.  E-308,  Sept.  29,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1107. 
id.  Oakwood  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
Peoria   &  P.  U.  R.   Co.,  People  ex  rel.  Board  of  Administration  ▼., 

P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
Peoria  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3933,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1041. 
Peoria  R.  Terminal  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-87,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 
Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-816,  Feb.  10,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915B, 
156. 
id.   (Mich.  X-5012,  Feb.  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
id.   (Mich.  D-857,  July  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  916. 
id.   (Mich.  No.  4688,  April  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 
id.  Lake  Shore  Stone  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1069. 
id.  Libby,  McN.  &  L.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
Perkins,  Re  (N.  H.  D-284,  Order  No.  453,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

852. 
Perry,  B.  D.  Co.  v.  Portland  Terminal  Co.    (Me.  F.  C.  No.  29,  Aug. 

24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Perryburg  Tile  &  Brick  Co.  v.  Toledo,  B.  G.  &  S.  Traction  Co.   (Oliio, 
No.  252,  Jan.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  84. 
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Perry  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  8668,  March  18,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915D,  1037. 
id.   (lU.  No.  3781,  July  1,  1916)   P.U,R.1916B,  852. 
Perth  Amboy,  Re  (N.  J.  March  6,  1915)  P.tr.R.1915P,  173. 
Peru  Heating  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1080,  April  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
Pesotum  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  4014,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  182. 
id.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  C-928,  March  18,  1916)   P.UJl. 

1916F,  183. 
Petaluma  k  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2491,  Case  No.  386,  June  17, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  928. 

Petaluma  Power  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2117,  App.  No.  1473, 

Jan.  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  798. 
Peterson  v.  Camaa  Prairie  R.  Co.  (Ida.  No.  F-77,  Order  No.  240,  June 

21,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

id.  V.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-16d,  June  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  923.  • 

id.  v.  Orangeville  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Idaho,  Case  F-78,  Order 
No.  241,  June  24,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1101. 
Peterson  Exp.  &  Van  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4144,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

853. 
Peterson  Power  &  Mill  Co.  v.  Clay  County  (Iowa,  Docket  E-160,  June 

12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  847. 
Philadelphia  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  315,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1089. 
Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.,  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.,  P.UJ(.1916E,  918. 
id.  Long  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
id.  Strayhorn  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 
Philippine  Islands  R.  Co.,  Cebu  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1110. 
Philippine  Islands  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Fuller  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1082. 

id.  Fuller  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1113. 
Philippine  R.  Co.,  Arias  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  918. 
Phillips  Co.  V.  Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.   (286  U.  S.  062,  59  L.  ed. 

774,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  444)  P.U.R.1915D,  1060. 
Phillips  Station  v.  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.   (La.  No.  2410,  Sept.  14, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1108. 

Phcenix  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Docket  No.  78,  sub.  1,  June  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
Phoenix  Mill.   Co.  v.   Southern   P.   Co.    (Cal.   Case  No.   762,  Dec.  No, 
2620,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1067. 
id.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  762,  Dec.  No.  2620,  July  22, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081. 
id.  V.  Southern  P.  Co.    (Cal.   Case  No.  762,  Dec.  No.  2620,  July 

22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1099. 

Phoenix  R.  Co.,  State  ex  rel.  Bullard  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1063. 

Phoenix  Street  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  238,  April  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

856. 
Pierce,  Re    (Wis.  May  21,  1915)    P.U.R.1916E,  866. 
Pierce  Teleph.  Exch.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2449,  July  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1106. 
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Pigeon  Valley  Parmer s'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  Jufle  0,  1915)   P.U»R. 

1915E,  1107. 
Pike  County  Teleph.  Oo.»  Re   (Ind.  No.  1041,  Mtrdi  5,  1916)   P.UJL 
,  1915E,  107. 
id.   (Ind.  No,  1850,  Otet.  11,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  109a. 
id.   (III.  E-176,  April  3,  1915)  P.U.R.3915F,  1115. 
id:  V.  PBnt  Kyle  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1462,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R 
1915E,  946. 
Pires,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2284,  Aprtl  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D,  1005. 
Pittsburg,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re   (lU.  T-7,  March  29,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1015F,  62. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1228,  March  5,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915D,  3071. 
Id.   (Ind.  No.  350,  March  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  930. 
id.   (111.  No.  3927,  July  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1083. 
Pittsburgh  R.  Co.,  Twenty-seventh  Ward  ProgresfliTe  Club  ▼.,  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1087. 
Pittsburgh,  Y.  A  A.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  533,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  88. 
Plainwell,  Re  (Mich.  D-580,  Jan.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Platte  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2291,  May  26,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915E,  359. 
Phunas  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2192,  App.  No.  1438,  March 

3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  898. 
Plymouth,  Re  (Mich.  X-5819,  July  23,  1915)  P.UJR.1915F,  176. 
Plymouth  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  May  3,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 

124. 
Plymouth  Gaslight  Co.,  Re   (Mass.  July  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E,  125. 

id.   (Mass.  July  2,  1915)    P.U.R.1915B,  861. 
Pocatello  Realty  &  Invest.  Co.,  Re  (Ida.  Order  No.  200,  Feb.  2,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916B,  296. 
id.   (Ida.  Case  No.  F-90,  Order  No.  266,  July  30,  1916)    P.U.R. 

191 5E,  863. 
id.   (Idaho,  Case  No.  107,  Order  No.  260,  Aug.  4,  1916)    P.U.R. 
1915F,  928. 
Polar  Wave  Ice  4fc  Fuel  Co.  v.  Terminal  It  Asao.   (Mo.  Case  No.  581, 

July  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Polk  County,  Central  Iowa  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1056. 
Polleys  Lumber  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  468,  Re- 
port &  Order  No.  135,  Aug.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1069. 
id.  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  468;  Reports  k  Order 

No.  135,  Aug.  31,  1915)    P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
id.  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  Docket  No.  468;  Report  &  Oi^der 
•  No.  135,  Aug.  31,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
Portage  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1626,  Aug.  6,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1096. 
Port  Dickinson   t.   Binghamton   R.  Co.    (N.  Y.,  Case  No.  4909,   No. 

222,  July  6,  1916)  P.r.R.1916F,  1103. 
Portland  &  C.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  99,  Oct.  19,  1916)  P.UJR.1915F, 
1061. 
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Portland  A  R.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me  R.  R.  |^o.  66,  July  27,  191«)  P.UJt 

3916F,  995.     . 
Portland  &  Y.  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  1^,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.UJL 

1916F,  1061. 
Portland  R.  Co.,  Re   (Me.  R.  R.  No.  98,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P, 

1061. 
Portland  Terminal  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  26)  P.UJL1915E,  927.     • 

id.  Perry,  B.  D.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
Portland  Water  Diet.,  Re  (Me.  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915A,  1022. 
Postal  Tel^.   Cable  Co.,  Ex  parte    (La.  No.  2323.  Order  No.  1941, 
amending  Order  No:  1917,  Oct.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1112. 
id.  Re  (La.  No.  2323,  Order  No.  1917,  July  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
1112. 
Postal  Tel^.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  No.  320,  March  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1119. 
Posting  of  Tariffs,  Re  (Pa.  Tariff  Circular  No.  3,  June  16,  1916)  P.UJL 
1916F,  1086. 
id.   (Pa.  Tariff  Circular  No.  4,  June  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 
Post  Street,  Re  (Mich.  X-6817,  Aug.  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Poteet,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2301,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  78. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2306,  Jan.  21,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  78. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2340,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  80. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2478,  Aug.  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  83. 
Potomac  Electric  Power  Co.,  Re   (D.  C.  No.  1392-1,  April  14,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  369. 
Poultney  v.  Delaware  A  H.  Co.   (Vt.  No.  399,  Sept.  26,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1111. 
Prairie  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4126,  Aug.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1080. 
Prescott  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  Docket  No.  269,  Sept.  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  926. 
Princeton  Lighting  &  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1272,  Feb.  S,  1915)    (2 

cases)  P.U.R.1916A,  637. 
Prindle  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D, 

1072. 
Proposed  Advance  in  Rates  on  Sand  &  Gravel,  Re  (HI.  Nos.  3028,  3084, 

3139,  3347,  3782,  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  72. 
Proposed  Advances  of  Rates,  Re  (111.  No.  3846,  June  3,  1915)  P.UJl. 

1916F,  68. 
Prospect  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  591,  Sept.  16,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F, 
1061. 
id.  (Ohio,  No,  591,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
Providence,  F.  R.  A  N.  S.  S.  Co.,  Re   (R.  I.  No.  180,  Feb.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916F,  86. 
Providenoe  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (R.  I.  No.  186,  March  24,  1916)   P.UJL 
1915E,  963. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  186,  March  24,  1915)  P.U.IU915E,  963. 
id.   (R.  L  No.  227,  Oct.  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  228,  Oct.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1097. 
P.  S.  C.  No.  1096   (Mass.  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  178. 
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PubKc  Sfertloe  Co.,  Re   (lU.  No.  3278,  March  4,  1915)   P.U.B.1916D, 
1036. 
id.  an.  ^'o.  3841.  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1060. 
id.   (111.  No.  3890,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1074. 
id.   (111.  No.  3789,  April  22>  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
id.  Grand  Ridge  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  926. 
Publio  Service  Commiasion,  State  ex  rel.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Cow 

v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  58. 
Public  Service  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  76. 

id.  V.  West  Jersey  &  S.  S.  R.  Co.   (N.  J.  April  6,  1915)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  178. 
Public  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1412,  May  21,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1067. 
Public  Utilities  Commission  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (Colo.  No.  23, 
June  28,  1916)  P.U.R1916F,  176. 
id.  V.  Denver  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.    (Colo.  Case  No.  19  I.  a  No.  84, 
May  13,  1916)  P.UJIJ916E,  916. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.,  Erie  R.  Co.  v.,  P.UJ1.1916F,  176. 

id.  Erie  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F.  1063. 
Pukwana  Teleph,  O.,  Re   (S.  D.  F-178,  April  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1097. 
Pulaski  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3065,  Jan.  7,  1916)  P.U.R.ISWA,  34. 
Puritan  Coal  Min.  Co.,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.-  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1064. 
Putnam  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3674,  April  22,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915C, 
97, 

Queen  City  &  S.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3667,  AprU  22,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  90. 
Quincy  Min.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  No.  5884,  Aug.  24,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F, 

188. 
Quincy  R.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  3925,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1041. 
i^incy  Western  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2682,  App.  No.  1806,  Aug. 

9,  1916)    P.U.R.1915F,  798. 

Railroad  &  W.  Commission  ex  rel.  Schumacher  ▼.  Chicago  A  N,  W. 

R.  Co.  (111.  No.  1171,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  915. 
Railroads  East  of  Mississippi  River,  Ex  parte    (La.  No.  2408,  Order 

No.  1932,  Sept.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  76. 
Railroads  West  of  Mississippi  River,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2301,  Order  No. 

1879,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  74. 
Ramapo  Water  Co.  v.  New  York  (236  U.  S.  679,  69  L.  ed.  731,  36  Sup. 

Ct.  Rep.  442,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1065. 
Ramos  v.  Manila  R.  Co.   (Philippine  Islands,  No.  176,  June  22,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  930. 
Rankin  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3610,  April  9,  1915)   P.U.R. 

191 5E,  850. 
Rates  of  Cebu   Shipowners,  Re   (Philippine,  No.  166,  July  14,  1915)' 

P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
Rates  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Re   (N.  D.  No.'  956,  Aug. 

5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  672.    . 
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Rstes  on  Arkansts  C.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ark.  Order  No.  B.-60,  File  H.  M.  G- 

F-12,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  59. 
Rates  on  Baled  Straw,  Re  (Dl.  No.  $996,  July  22,  1915)  P.UJt.  1915F, 

71. 
Rates  on  Coal,  Re  Investigation  of   (Cok>.  Case  No.  July  24,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  59. 
Rates  on  Empty  Wooden  Barrels,  Re  (Ark.  Returned,  File-H.  M.  O.- 

K.  16,  Order  No.  B-73,  April  10, 1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  99. 
Rates  on  Logs  Published  by  Wabash  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1424,  April 

9,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  73. 
Ravenswood  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2299,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  920. 
Ray  &  R.  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (HI.  No.  3767,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  587. 
Reading  Twp.  y.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  C<k   (111.  No.  3797,  May  6, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  181. 
Receivers  of  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3472,  March  4.  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  948, 
id.   (111.  No.  3477,  March  4,  1915)   P.UJR.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3594,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  048. 
id.   (111.  No.  3595,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3640,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915£,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3655,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3690,  April  8,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3714,  April  22,   1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3715,  April  22,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.   (111.  No.  3814,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  fll48. 
id.   (III.  No.  3815,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
id.  (111.  No.  3915,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  048. 
id.   (111.)  P.U.R.1915E,  949. 

id.   (111.  No.  3015,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  949. 
id-   (IlL  No.  3656,  April  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
id.   (111.  No.  3670,  April  8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
id.   (111.  No.  3681,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  949. 
id.   (111.  No.  3768,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  950. 
id.   (III.  No.  3979,  Aug.  5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  950. 
Reduction  of  Rates,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-73,  Order  No.  207,  Feb.  27, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  925. 
Regulation  of  Crossings,  Re   (Pa.  Administrative  Ruling  No.  8,  July 

8,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  188.      ' 
Reiss  Coal  Co.  v.  Green  Bay  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  94. 
Reorganization    Committee  of  Western   Illinois   Teleph.   Co.,   Re    (111. 
No.  3665,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  947. 
id.   (111.  No.  3374,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  948. 
Reporting  Accidents,  Re  (X.  H.  Jan.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1051. 
Republican  Valley  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  2318,  Feb.  1,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  1105. 
Requirkig  Railroads  to  Provide  First  Aid  Appliances,  Re  (Philippine, 
No.  90,  May  12,  1915)    P.UJR.1915F,  lllO. 
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Revised  Base  Tariff  ft  Freight  Classification   of  Manila  R.   06.»  Rsr 
(Philippine,  No.  220,  July  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  5«,  69. 
id.  (Philippine,  Ko.  220,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  85. 
id.   (Philippine,  No.  220,  July  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  85. 
Rhode  Island  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  177,  Feb.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  W. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  183,  March  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1916P,  86. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  198,  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  86. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  195,  April  21,  1915)  P.UJE1.1915F,  86. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  201,  May  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  86. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  203,  May  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  86. 
id.  (R.  I.  JHme  2,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  86. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  215,  July  21,  1915)  P.U.R.1916P,  87. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  216,  July  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  187,  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  217-218,  July  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  99S. 
id.   (R.  I.  No.  226,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  174,  Feb.  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
id.  (R.  I.  No.  230,  Oct.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1104. 
Biee  v.  Brattleboro  Street  R.  Co.  (Vt  No.  414,  Sept.  25,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915F,  997. 
Richmond  Handle  Co.  ▼.  Cincinnati,  H.  ft  D.  R.  Co.    (Ind.  No.  993, 

Feb.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Ringling  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  495,  Oct.  7,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916F,  996. 
*  id.  T.  Chicago,  M.  ft  S^.  P.  R.  Co.   (Mont.  No.  496,  Oct.  7,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916F,  1109. 
Rio  Qraade  ft  E.  Pass  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  23,  Feb.  15,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  88. 
id.   (Tex.  Iffo,  2i,  July  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  92. 
River  RidsiA  Hydro-Slestric  Co.,  R«  (Mioh.  0-848,  July  7,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  903. 
Rjhp^s  Broa.  Co.  v.  Southeisi  P.  Co.  (Oal.  Dto,  No.  2786,  Case  No.  406, 

Sept.  28,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1160. 
Riverside  Portland  Osment  C^o.  v.  San  Pedrcv  U  A.  ft  S.  L.  R.  Ca  (Cal. 
Case  No.  539,  Dec.  No.  2198,  March  5,  1916)    P.UJ1.1915F, 
55-56. 
id.  V.  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  ft  S.  L.  R.  Co.  (Cai  Dec.  No.  2442,  Case 
No.  539,  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1053. 
Roachdale  Electric  Light  ft  P.  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1256,  F^.  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  849. 
Roachdale  Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1253,  Feb.  6,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1066. 
Road  Dist.  No.  6,  Scott  County  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.   (IH  No. 

867,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  174. 
Roanoke  Teleph.  Ob.,  Ito  (IB.  No.  3407,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.in9C, 

99. 
Roberts  Fii^eproof  Storagt  Co.,  R«  (DL  No.  3482,  June  17,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915D,  1041. 
RiSbertson  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.    (Iowa  A-1669,  March.  31, 
1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
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QQj[>inpen  v<  l^ise  B.  Co.  (Idaho,  Case  No.  F-95,  Order  No.  281,  Sept. 

20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1086. 
Rockford  v.  IlUnoU  C.  R.  Co.   (Ul.  No.  896,  April  22,  1916)   P.U.R. 

1916F,  184. 
Rockford  A  I.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3381,  March  18,  1916)  P.UJRa916D, 

1036. 
Rockford  City  Traction  Co.,  R^   (IlL  No.  3940,  July  1,  1916)   P.UJt. 

1915E,  060. 
Rockford    Electric   Co.^    Re    (lU.   No.    3930,   Sept    29,    1916)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  801. 
Rock  Ford  Rural  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wyo.  No.  1,  July  24^  1916)  P.U.R 

1915E,  862. 
Rockland,  Re  (Me.  No.  41,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1054. 
Rockville,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1482,  March  26,  1015)  P.U.R.1915F,  175. 
Rogers  Park  Fireproof  Storage  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  8964,  Aug.  «5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1066. 
Rook  Constr.  Co.  v.  0.  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1210,  May  3, 

1915)   P.U.R,1915D,  1071. 
Roraback,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1468,  Feb.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Rose  Hill  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  Nou  1297,  Sept.  24, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1100. 
Roseville  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  699,  Sept.  10,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  834. 
Ross,  Re  (111.  No.  3680,  June  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1916D,  1041. 
Rossi  A  A.  Co.  V.  San  Francisco,  N.  &  C.  R.  A  N.  Tranap.  Co.  (OkL 

Case  Nos.  758-760,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  61. 
Rothenbucher  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.   R.  Co.    (lU.  No.  3905,  Sept  29, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
Rumford,  R.  Co.,  Re  (Mf.  Aug.  8,  1915)  P.U.R J915F,  174. 
Rupert  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Idaho,  Case  No.  98,  OrdBr  No.  923,  April  16, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1115. 
R«st-Owen  Lumber  Co.  y.  Chicago,  St  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  0>.  <Wift.  JvM 

30,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
Ryegate  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Smith  v.,  P.UJR.1915F,  1102. 

Sacramento  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2146,  App.  No.  960,  Feb. 

8,  1915)  P.tj.R.1915A,  797. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2100,  App.  No.  960,  Jan.  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915B, 

18. 
Sacntmento  Warehou^BO  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2290,  April  9,  1916)  P.UJL 

1915D,  1005^ 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2736,  App.  No.  502,  Sept.  28,  1916)  P.UJL1916F, 

1037. 
Safety  of  the  Interlocking  Plant,  Re  Investtgaticm  into  the  (Cat  Dec 

No.  2095,  App.  No.  741,  Jan.  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Sagina^e  Paving  Brick  Co.  t.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Syatam  (Mioh.  I>-96j|^  Got 

19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
Saginaw  Valley  Lamber  Dealer's  Asso.  t.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (Mich. 

D-903,  June  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  77. 
St.  James  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Dl.  No.  3606,  May  6,  1916)  P.U.R.IOISC,^.- 
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St  Joseph  0G.  L  R.  Ca,  Be  (Neb.  No.  2425^  Maj  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

19l5t  82. 
id.  (Neb.  No.  2486,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  84. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2520,  Sept.  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
id*  (Neb.  No.  2365,  Mftrcb  20,  1915)  P.'U.R.1915F,  1109. 
id.  Minturn  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  77. 
St  Jokepkk  Yfdley  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  617,  June  15,  1915)  VXJJL 

1915E,  87. 
St  Louis,  Re  (No.  4193,  Sept  9,  1915)  P.UJi.l916F,  1066. 
St  txmis  &  N.  E.  R.  Oo.,  Granite  City  A  M.  Belt  Line  R.  Co.  ▼.,  P.U.R. 

1915F,  187. 
St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  Re  ( Arlc.  No.  ArtO,  Kay  11, 1915)  P.UJL1915E, 
926. 
id.  Caboor  v.,  F.UJ1.1915P,  184» 
id.  Dameron  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
id.  Finley  v.,  P.UJt.l916E,  922. 
id.  Galena  Commercial  Club  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  9^9. 
id.  Mitchell  ▼.,  P.UJBtl915F,  1109. 
id.  Wellston  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
St  Louis,  B.  Ai  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  00,  Circular  No.  485(^  Oct 
15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1095. 
id.  (Tex.  App.  No.  126,  Circular  No.  4349,  Oct  16,  1915)  P.U.R. 
1915F,  1095. 
St  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2378,  June  23,  1915) 
P.UJ1.1915E,  916. 
id.  (La.  No.  2196,  Order  No.  1896,  AprU  27, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  75. 
id.   (Ark.  No.  A-81,  May  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  919. 
id.   (lU.  T-41,  April  22,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  66. 
id.   (ill.  T-42,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  65. 
id.  (111.  T-46,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.   (111.  T-86,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 
id.   (111.  No.  3973,,  Aug.  6,  1915)  P.UJU915F,  71. 
id.   (111.  No.  3746,  April  9,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1091. 
id.  Chicago  Veneer  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
id.  Green  Broa^  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1072, 
id,  G^reen  Bros.  Lumber  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1092: 
id.  Ozark  Grocer  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.,  P.UJL1915F,  59. 
St  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  No.  3566,  March  31, 1915)  P.U.R.191M, 
926. 
id.   (111.  No.  3653,  March  18,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (HI.  No.  3660,  June  3,  1915)  P.tJ-R.1915F,  108*.  - 
id.  Chatham  v.,  P.U.It.l915F,  1088. 
id.  Swift  &  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
St.  Louis,  S.  F.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  3,  May  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

90. 
St  LotAs,  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  Boyle  ▼.,  P.U.R.1915F.  94. 
St  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2349,  April  28,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915C,  77. 
id.  Re  (Ark.  No.  A-63,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
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St.  Louis  Soiithwesterfi  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ark.  ille  H.  M.  G.  B,49§,  Ordtf  Kou 

B-91,  July  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
id.   (Tex.  No.  377,  Citctilar  No.  48S7,  Oet.  1,  1915)  P.UJU916F, 

1095. 
St.  Louis,  T.  &  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4247,  Sept.  2>,  1915)  P.U.RJ915P, 

801. 
St.  Murys  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  4M,  Jan.  7»  1915)  P.U.R.191iA,  5dL 
St.  Paul  Asso.  of  Commerce  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Bfiui.  May 

12,  1915)  P.U.R.I915P,  7T. 
Saliftbtiry  Water  Supply  Co.,  Re  (If ass.  If  ay  24, 1915)  P.U.R.191fi£,  125. 
San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.,  Mosel  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  923. 
San  Antonia,  tJ.  ft  G.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tflx.  Kb.  17^  Circidar  No.  4858,  Oct 

1,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1095. 
San  Bernardino  &  R.  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cak  Dm.  No.  2991,  App.  No.  1527, 

May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915K,  928. 
Sanborn  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  A  0.  R.  Co.  (Wig.  Blar<^  19,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1111. 
San  Bruno,  Re  (Cal.  Dec  No.  2394,  App.  Noa.  849  &  1591,  May  17, 1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
San  Diego,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  Ko.  2064,  App.  No.  1112,  Jan.  13,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915B,  156. 
San  Diego  ft  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  I>b&  No.  2298^  App.  No.  1555,  April 

19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  919. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2299,  App.  No.  1571,  April  19, 1915)  P.UJL1915K, 

919. 
San  Di^  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2433,  May  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1007. 
Sandusky  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  572,  Maroh  9»  1915)  P.UJL1915B, 

427. 
id.  (Ohio,  No.  465,  May  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  85.  . 
id.   (Ind.  No.  465,  June  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  899. 
Sandusky  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Wis.  April  11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  HOT. 
Sandy  River  ft  R.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  June  7,  1915)  P.UJL1915E^  962. 
id.  (Me.  R.  R.  Docket  No.  57,  July  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  1067. 
id.  (Me.  R.  R.  90.2,  Sept.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1068. 
San  Francisco,  Re  (Cal.  Dec  No.  2459,  App.  No.  1440,  June  7,  1915) 

P.y.R.1915E,  828. 
Sm  JTwieiflco,  N.  ft  C.  R.  ft  N.  Traasp.  Co.,  Eosai  ft  A.  Co,  ▼.,  P.UJEL 

1915F,  61. 
San  Francistx),  N.  ft  C.  R.  CkK,  C^ntteridge  ▼.,  P.U  JL1915E,  960. 

id.  CutteriAge  v.,  P.UJU915F,  1086. 
San  Francisco-Oakland  Terminal  Ca,  Re  (Oal»  No.  2374,  May  ^0,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
San  Prancisco-Oaklatid  Tentiinal  R.  Co.,  Re  (CaL  Dec  No,  2109,  App*. 

990,  1152,  Jan.  29,  1915)  P.II.R.1915A,  798. 
id.  (Cal.  App.  No.  1152,  Dec.  Na  2662,  A«g.  4,  1915)  P.aB.191(|M, 

098. 
id.  (Cal.  App.  No.  1152,  Dec.  No.  2663,  Aug.  4»  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

688. 
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Tdefh.  Co^  Be  (Cal.  Deo.  No.  2505,  App.  No.  1677,  June  21, 
1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Salutary  Diat.,  Be  (HI.  No.  3779,  AprU  22,  1915)  P.U.B.1915F,  1054* 
id.  (111.  No.  3707,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1015F,  1118. 
id  V.  Chicago,  A  W.  L  B.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3707,  May  20,  1915)  P.UJL 
1915F,  1117. 
San  Joaf nm  I4ght  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (CaL  Dec.  No.  2059,  App,  Na  092,  Jan. 

11,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  799. 
San  Joaquin  light  k  P.  Corp.,  Be  (Cal.  Dec^  No.  2142,  App.  No.  1498, 
Feb.  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  797< 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2054,  App.  No.  629,  Jan.  8,  1915)  P.UJE1.1915A« 

799. 
id.  (Cal.  No.  236^  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
id,  <Dec.  No.  2722,  App.  No.  1837,  Aug.  30,  1915)   P.UJt.l915F, 
1038. 
San  I|orenn>  Water  Co.,  Hayward  t,  P.U.B.1915i;,  84?. 
San  Luis  Obispo  County,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  2268,  App.  No.  1504,  March  31, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
San  Mateo  v.  ManUa  B.  C^^  ( Pfailippinei,  No.  201,  May  11,  1915)  P.U.B. 

1915F,  1085. 
San  Mateo  County,  Be  (Ca|l.  Dec.  No.  2295,  App.  No.  1407,  April  15, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  179. 
San  Pedro,  L.  A.  A  S.  L.  R.  Co.,  Be   (Cal.  Na  2409,^ May  21,  1916) 
P.U.R.1915D,  1007. 
id.  Riverside  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.,  P^U.R.1915F,  55-56. 
id.  RiversidB  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.,  P.U.B.1915F,  1053. 
Santa  Barbara  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dee.  No.  2182,  App.  No.  1525,  Feb. 
27, 1915)  P.U.B.1915B,  18,  19. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2300,  April  19,  1915)  P.UJa.l915D,  1005. 
id.  (CaL  Dec  No;  2438,  App.  No.  1525,  June  2,  1915)  P.UJL1915F. 
898. 
Santa  Oroz  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (Cal.  Case  No.  6i92,  Pec  No.  2332,  May 

11,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1088. 
filanta  Fe  Gold  k  C.  Min.  Co.  t.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  B.  Co.  (N.  M.  April 

6,  1915)  P.U.B.1915D,  1068.    , 
Santa  Maria  Gas  &  Power  Ca,  Be   (Cal.  No.  2262»  March  26,  1915) 
P.UJ1.1915D,  1004. 
id.  (Cal.  No.  2761,  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.Ba916F,  1055. 
Santo  Tomas  v.  Manila  B.  Co.    (Philippine,  No.  191,  April  12,  1915) 

P.UJR.1915F,  177. 
Sasalito  Incline  Street  B.  Co.,  Be  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2188,  App.  No.  1268, 

March  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  19. 
Saunewin  Elevator  Co.  t.  Wabash  B..  Co.  (HI.  No.  2945,  June  3,  1915) 

P.UJt.l915F,  68. 
Schader,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2681,  App.  No.  1675,  Aug.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  928. 
Schilling  v.  Ft.  Wayne  A  N.  I.  Traction  Co.  (Ind.  No.  348,  Jan.  12,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
ScfanylkUl  Haven  v.  Schuylkill  Haven  Gas  A  Water  Co.  (Pa.  No.  171, 
May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
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Schuylkill  Haven  Gas  t  Water  Co.,  Schuylkill  Haven  v.,  P.U.R.lWSFy 

1114. 
Scobey  Commercial  Club  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  488,  Aug.- 

26,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 
Scoble  V.  New  York,  S.  A  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  April  ^,  1915)  P.U.R.i915E,  . 

921. 
Scovill  Mfg.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1681,  Oct.  6,  1915)  P.UJi:i915F,  1054. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.,  Charlotte  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  72. 
Seashore  Qaa  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  June  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  1667. 
Seaside,  Re  (Or.  F-401,  Order  No.  4,  July  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  182. 
Seaside  Park,  Re  (N.  J.  March  23,  1915)  P.U.R.l^lSF,  182. 
Security  Elevator  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3949,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

853.  » 

Security  Invest.  Co.  T.  Palermo  Land  &  Water  Co.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2498, 

Case  No.  687,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1105. 
Security  Warehouse  k  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  8949,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R, 

1915E,  830. 
id.  (111.  No.  4094,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
Sedalia  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mo.  No.  321,  March  1, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1119. 
S^no,  Re  (Cal.  No.  2306,  April  19,  1915)  P.UJt.l915D,  1005. 
Selig  Dry  (Soods  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Heat  k  Light  Co.   (Ind.  No.  1440, 

May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1102. 
Sergeant  Bluffs  v.  Woodbury  County    (Iowa,  Docket  E-167,  Sept.  25, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1057. 
Settle  &  Co.  V.  Baltimore  k  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (Ohio,  No.  428,  April  7, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
Seymour  v.  Interstate  Pub.  Service  Co.  (Ind.  No.  567,  Sept.  17,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
Seymour  k  W.  Heat  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Ex  parte  <I1!.  No.  3896,  June  30, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  850. 
Seymour  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3607,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916r, 

587. 
Seymour- White  Heat,  Light  k  P.  Co.  t.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (HL  Nob.  3749 

k  3750,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1117. 
Sexauer,  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Shane  Bros,  k  W.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  April  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1082. 
Sharp  V.  CJhicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (S.  D.  F-215,  Oct.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191 5F,  1111. 
Shawano  Fuel  Ck>.  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  14,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  94. 
Shawmut  Ave.,  Re  (Mich.  No.  X-2482,  May  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Shelby  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  460,  April  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  84. 
Sheriff  Street  Market  k  Storage  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  475,  April  20,  1915) 

P.UJt.l915E,  85. 
Shine  v.  United  Gas  k  £.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  492,  Feb.  26, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

927. 
Shoals  Utility  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1855,  Oct.  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1038. 
Shore  Line  Electric  R.  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1536,  April  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915C,  170. 
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Sirartleff  &  Co.  ▼.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.   (Me.  No.  F.  0.  24,  Jtily  21,  1M5) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Sidney  Electric  Coi,  Re  (Ohio,  It^To.  584,  Oct.  14, 1915)  P.U.RJ91dF,  1062. 
Sierra  Madre  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  App.  No.  1778,  Dec.  No. 

2657,  Aug.  S,  1915)  P.U.R.1915^,  638. 
Sierra  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2733,  App.  Na  1799,  Sept.  1,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916P,  1060. 
Sierra  Valleys  R.  Co.,  Re  (Otl.  Dec.  No.  2659,  App.  No.  1797,  Aug.  9, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Sirard  v.  Pacific  Gag  ft  E.  Ck>.  (Cal.  Case  No.  544,  Dec.  No.  2460,  Jnne 

7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  1067. 
Slig^  T.  Kirkwood  (237  U.  S.  52,  59  L.  ed.  835,  35  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  501, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915P,  1057,  1072. 
emith  V.  P.  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  1016,  May  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  1071. 
T.  Ryegate  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (Vt.  No.  398,  Sept  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1102. 
T«  South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.  (Cal.  No.  794,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  855. 
T.  United  Illuminating  Co.  (Conn.  No.  1448,  June  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1115. 
Smith  Agri.  Chemical  Co.,  Ex  parte   (Ind.  No.  1226,  March  5,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  73. 
Smith,  B.  ft  Co.,  Re  (Philippine,  No.  167,  April  l6,  1915)  P.U.R.1916C, 

731. 
Smitiiville  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  8401,  Feb.  19,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915A, 

929. 
Smott  V.  Pacific  Gas  ft  E.  Oo,  (Cal.  No.  790,  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

854. 
Soledad  Land  ft  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ckl.  Dee.  No.  2428,  App.  No.  1630,  May 

26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  828. 
Solvay  Atc,  Re  (Mich.  X-5817,  Aug.  12,  1M5)  P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
Solvay  Process  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  X-6901,  Sept.  15, 1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  178. 

id.   (Mich.  X-5901,  Sept.  15,  1915)  P.U.Rwl915F,  188. 
Soo  Terminal  Co.  ▼.  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (IM.  No.  3591,  May  6, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1099. 
Sorensen,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2487,  App.  No.  1691,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R. 

191 5F,  1059. 
South  Beloit  Water,  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3461,  Feb.  11,  1915) 

P.U.11.1915A,  877: 
South  Bend,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1363,  March  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  107. 
South  Bend  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1337^  May  15,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  108. 
id.  i(lnd.  No.  1706,  Aug.  6,  1915)  P.U.R1916F,  899. 
Southern  California  Edison  Co^,  Re    (Cal.  No.  2381,  May  11,  1915) 

P.UJ1.1915D,  1006. 
Southern  California  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2120,  App.  No.  1460,  Feb. 

1,  1916)  P.U.R.1916A,  798: 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2361,  May  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1006. 
id.   (Cal.  Dec:  No.  2717,  App.  No.  1841,  Aug.  30;  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1037. 
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SoutiMm  Counties  Gaa  Co.,  Be  (Oal.  Ko.  2271,  A^Hl  1,  l)»lff)  P.UJL 

1915D,  1005. 
SoKihem  Bxp.  Oa»  ^  pavte  (Lfu  No.  242g,  Qirder  Np.  1097,  Oct  20, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1105. 
Southern  niinois  R.  &  P.  Co^  Re  (lU.  No.  3539,  Mafch  18,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915D,  1086. 
id.  (111.  No.  3624,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R1916D,  1037. 
Southern  Indiana  Power  Co.,  Re  <Ind.  No.  1593>  S^.  13,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915F,  928. 
Southern  Indiana  Xel^h.  Cow,  Ha  (lad.  No.  1637,  Julj  17,  1915)  P.UJL 

1915F,  899. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  1^7,  July  17,  1915)  P.U.R.m*F,  1061. 
Southern  Mineral  &,  Land  Improv.  Co.  v.  New  Orlcaas  0«  N.  B.  Co.  (La. 

No.  2321,  Mareh  35,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  V.  New  Orleans  G.  N.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2321,  Order  No.  1892^ 

P.UJL1915F,  75. 
Southern  Nebraska  Power  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2353,  Mardi  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  422. 
Southern  P.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Or.  R-2086,  May  25,  1915)   P.UJL1915D, 

1071. 
id.   (Or.  R-2084,  May  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  85. 
W.  Re  (Cal.  No.  149dj  March  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C,  77. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2316,  App.  No.  1689,  April  21,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  919. 
id.  (Or.  F-415,  May  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1070. 
id.  <(3aL  Dec.  No.  2164,  App.  No.  1481^  Feb.  28,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1073. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2276,  App.  1557.  April  3,  191^5)   P.U.R.1015F, 

1073. 
id.  (Cai.  Dec.  No.  2766,  App.  No.  ia59.  Sep*.  17„  1915)   P.UJL 

1915F,  1073. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  Na  2785,  App.  No.  1700,  Sept.  28,  1915)   P.UJL 

1915F,  1090. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2715,  App.  No.  1704,  Ang.  20,  1915)   P.UJL 

1915F,  1106. 
id.  Ash  Swale  Grange  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
id.  California  Rice  MiUs  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1099. 
id.  Daum  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  170. 
id.  Gilkey  v.,  P.UJL1915E,  922. 

id.  Huntington  Land  k  Improv.  Co.  v.,  P.U.B.1915D,  lOGTd 
id.  Modesto  Chamber  of  Oommeroe  v.,  P.UJL1915E,  919. 
id.  Newmark  Gvaift  Co.  t.,  P.U.R.lf  15F,  1)067. 
id.  Newmark  Grain  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
id.  Pacific  Coast  Pottery  t  T.  C.  Co.,  v„  P.U  JL1915F,  60-01. 
id.  Phctaix  Mill  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  1Q67» 
id.  Phoenix  Mill.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1081, 
id.  Ph«iix  MiU.  Cd.  ▼.,  P.UJ1.1015F,  1099. 
id.  Rivers   Bros.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  llOO. 
id.  Santo  Cruz  v.,  P.UJL1915F,  1088. 
id.  -Steiger  Trara  Cotta  k  Pottery  Works  T..  P.UJL1915C.  «14. 
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86uth€m  P.  Ca  v.  United  ftUtes  (i87  U.  8.  S02,  69  L.  ed  916,  tf  Bap. 

a.  Rep.  573)  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
Boutlierii  K  R.  Oo.;  R«  (Ark.  No.  247,  Julie  22,  1»16)   P.U.Rattl6D, 
933. 
id.  (Ark.  No.  204,  June  30,  1916)   P.U.R.191fti>,  934. 
id.  (Cal.  No.  2484,  June  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1007. 
id.  (Cal.  Nik  2486,  June  14,  1915)  P.UJt.l916D,  1007. 
Southern  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (Ind.  No.  AR-430-Me,  Marek  5,  19U)  P.UJL 
1#15E,  920. 
id.  Re  (N.  C.  April  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  917. 
id.  (lU.  T-T9,  July  I,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  70. 
id.  (Ill  Ko.  L-092,  AprU  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1979. 
id.  Blue  Rid^  Line  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1100. 
id.  Brogden  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1110. 
id.  MoAler  Sale  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  Ilia 
Southern  Sierras  Power   Co.,  Re    (Cal.  Ko.  2244,  March  19,  1915) 
P.U.R.1916D,  1004. 
id.  (Cal.  Bee.  No.  2967,  App.  No.  1739,  Aug.  4,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  T97. 
id.  (Cal.   Dec.  No.  2665,  App.   No.   1391,  Aug.  4,   1915)    P.UJR. 
1915F,  899. 
South  Los  Angeles  Water  Co.,  Smith  y.,  P.U.R.1915E,  855. 
South  San  Franeiseo,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2394,  App.  Nos.  S49  k  1591, 

May  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  181. 
Somth  Side  Ekv.  R.  Co.,  Coughanour  v.,  P.U.R.1915B,  929. 
South  Side  IrHg.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  App.  No.  2401,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  859. 
Southwestern  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Ka  2254,  Mardi  22,  1915) 
P.U.R.  19I6D,  1094. 
id.   (Cal.  No.  2347,  May  6,   1915)    P.U.R.1916D,  1006. 
Soothwestem  Tekg.  4c  Tekph.  Co.,  Re   (Mo.  Ko.  692,  Jan.  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
Southwidk  fiteetHc  Co.,  Re  (Maes.  Jmfy  12,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  126. 
Spaulding,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2308,  App.  No.  1976,  AprU  20,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916E,  927. 
Spiyey-Gay  Co.  y.  Gulf,  C.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (La.  Ko.  2840,  Order  No. 

1906»  May  25,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  76. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re   (III  No.  3874,  June  17,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1915B,  850. 
id.  y.  Baltimore  k  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  Kos.  3849  ft  3847,  July 
8,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 
Springfield  Gas  Co.,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  464,  May  17,  1916)   P.U.R.1916E, 
96. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  511,  May  17,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  882. 
Sjpring^ld  Gasli^  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  May  6,  1916)  P.UJtl916£,  931. 
Springfield  Warehouse  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3862,  Aug.  19,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916E,  969. 
id.   (111.  No.  4157,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  861.   ' 
6^*ing  VafBey  Wmteir  Co:,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2696,  App.  No.  1829,  Aug. 
12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  798. 
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Stoodtfd  Oil  Oo.  y.  Brie  B.  Oo.  (Ohio,  No.  9tl,  March  17,  1»15)  P.UJEL 
1916D,  1071. 
Id.  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.    (Ark.  File-H,  M.  a.-«-a5, 
Order  No.  B-67,  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  59. 
Star  Coal  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  8800,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  lll«. 
Stark  County  Power  Oo.  v.  Chicago,  B.  4t  Q.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3829,  May 

20,  1915)   P.UJR.1915F,  1117. 
Stark  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3518,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1916C,  97. 
id.   (111.  No.  3618,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915C,  99. 
id.  (111.  No.  3518,  April  22,  1915)   P.UJ1.1915C  104. 
Star  Malt  &  Grain  Co.  v.  C.  M.^  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Stor-Peerless  Wall  Paper  Oo.  y.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Ck>.   (IlL  No.  2853, 

March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Stor  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-922,  Sept.  28,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  803. 

id.   (Mich.  D.  922,  S^t.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1061. 
State  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.   (N.  H.  I>-267,  Order  No.  452,  July  21, 
1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  172. 
id.  V.  Hughes  County   (S.  D.  F-114,  May  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 
87. 
State  ex  rel.  Bullard  v.  Phcenix  R.  Co.  (Docket  No.  a,  Sept.  21,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915F,  1063. 
id.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.   Co.  y.  Public  Service  CommissioB 
(265  Mo.  399,  178  S.  W.  55)   P.U.R.1915F,  58. 
State  Hospital  v.  Eastern  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  360,  April  20, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 

id.  v.  Eastern  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.   (Pa.  No.  360,  Sept.  15,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  1110. 
Stoten  Island  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  Y.,  Case  No.  1780,  and  Case  No.  1811, 

Jan.  29,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  173. 
State  Public  Utilities  Conunisaion    (111.  No.  3228,  Maick  11,   1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  62. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3220,  April  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  66. 
id.  y.  Atchison,  T.  A^  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  8226,  AprU  29,  1015) 

P.U.R.1915F,  65. 
id.  V.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3229,  AprU  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  65. 
id.  y.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  8305,  April  22,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  65. 
id.  y.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.   (III.  No.  2996,  Sept.  9,  1915) 

P.UJt.l915F,  72. 
id.  y.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (lU.  Nos.  3W6,  8787,  SkspL  22, 

1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 

id.  y.  Baltimore  k  O.  S.   R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3784,  J«uie  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  y.  Bloomingtoh,  D.  ft  C.  R.  Oo.  (lU.  No.  S27l»,  Api^  29,  IMH) 

P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
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State  Public  UtiUtiefl  GotoiftiM ion  ▼.  Bloomington,  D.  4  C.  S.  Go.  (IlL 

No.  3275,  June  17,  19U)  P.UJ1.1915F,  69.  ' 
id.  T.  Chicago  A  A,  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3810,  June  3,  ldl5)   P.UJEl. 

1915F,  68. 
id.  V.  Chicago  A  A.  B.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3788,  June  30»  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915F,  177. 
id.  V.  Chicago  A  A.  B.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3128,  March  29,  1915)  P.UJR. 

1916F,  1088. 
id.  V.  Chi43ago  ds  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (lU.  No.  3391,*  May  20,  1915)  PJUJL 

1916F,  67. 
id.  T.  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  8786,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  68. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3616,  Jime  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  68. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (DL  No.  8617,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  68. 
id.  T.  Oiieago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  (No.  8202,  March  11,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  62. 
id.  T.  Chicago,   B.   &  Q.  R.   Co.    (IlL  No.  3890,  May  20,   1915) 

P.UJR.1915F,  67. 
id.  T.  (^cago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3783,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  68. 
id.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.   (IlL  No.  3734,  May  13,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (lU.  No.  8204,  April  22, 

1915)  P.UJ1.1915F,  65. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.   (IlL  No.  3249,  April  22, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  65. 
id.  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.Co.,  (IlL  3073,  Sept.  10,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  72. 
id.  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (IlL  No.  3018,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.UJL1915E,  962. 
id.  V.  Houner  (IlL  No.  8203,  April  29,  1915)  P.Ui(.1915F,  65. 
id.  V.  lUinoia  0.  R.  Co.  (III.  No.  3733,  April  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

63. 
id.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3393,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

67. 
id.  V.  lUinoia  C.  R.  Co.  (IlL  Nos.  3200,  3282,  June  17,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915F,  69. 
id.  V.  Illinois    C.   R.   Co.    (IlL   No.   2692,   May   6,   1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  187. 
id.  V.  Illinois   C.   R.   Co.    (111.   No.   3733,  June   3,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,  1091. 
id.  V.  Lowrey  (IlL  No.  2173,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  61. 
id.  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.    (IlL  Nos.  2179  &  2183,  May  6,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  66. 
id.  V.  Mobile  A  O.  R.  Co.    (IlL  No.  3308,  May  6,  1916)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  66. 
id.  ▼.  Vandalia   R.    Co.    (111.   No.    3069,   Sept.    16,   1915)    P.U.R. 

1916F,   73. 
id.  V.  Vandalia    R.   Co.    (lU.    No.   3072,    Sept.    16,    1915)    P.U.R. 

1915F,  73. 
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SiUe  P\iblio  VUimen  Cotuinisskm  t.  Viodfttia  R.  Co.  (lU.  Ho,  WJ^ 

Sept.  16/1916)   P.U.IL1915F,  73. 
id.  V.  Wabash,  0.  A  W.  IL  Ce.   (Ilk  378a,aufce  17,  1915)  ^kU.R. 

1915F,  69. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  2742,  Jitoe  3,  1915)   P.U.R,1<15F, 

68. 
id.  V.  Wabash  R.  Ck).   (111.  No.  3307>  M*y  «,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F, 

1088. 
Siats  Pi^lic  UtilitiM  Commis^oii  ex  rel.  East  Stt,  Lo«i8  CoMunercial 

Club  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3069,  Sept.  19, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  73. 
id.  Manufacturers'  &  S.  Asso.  v.  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co,  (111. 

Order  29M>  May  6,  1015)  P.irJl.l91SF,r46. 
id.  Finley  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.   (IH.  No.  8647,  July 

22,  1915)  P.UJR.1916F,  171. 
id.  Wholesale  Grocers'   Exch.  v.   Chicago  k  N.  W.   R.   Co.    (111. 

Nos.  2820,  2868,  2886,  2001,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915V,  69. 
id.  South  Austin  Improv.  Club  v.  Chicago  6.  W.  R.  Co.   (111.  No. 

3162,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915r,  174. 
id.  Spears  y.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.   (111.  No.  3061,  Aug.  19,  1915) 

P.UJC.1915F,  171. 
Station  Agent  at  Arena,  Re  Petition  for    (N.  D.  Na.  863,  April  19, 

1915)  P.U.R.1916C,  77. 
Station  House  k  Agent  at  Brisbane,  Re  Petitkn  iot   (N.  D.  No.  529, 

Aprtl  9,  1915)  P.U.R,1916C,  77. 
Station  House  at  Charbonneau,  Re  Openiag  of  a  (N.  D.  No.  715,  April 

19,  1915)   P.U.I^.1915C,  77, 
Station  House  at  Rawsqp,  Re  Opening  of  a  <N:  D.  No.  868,  April  19, 

1915)  P.U,R.1916C,  77. 
Steiger  Terra  Cotto  k  Pottery  Works  v.  Southern  P^  Co.  (Cal.  No.  628, 

April  9, 1916,  ifehearing  May  10,  19U)  P.U.R.1915G,  4114. 
Steinhauer  v.  Carroll  County   (Iowa,  Docket  E-150,  Mareh  19,  1015) 

P.U.R.1915E>  848, 
Steubenville  R.  Ck).,  Re   (Ohio,  No.  567,  July  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

88. 
Stevens  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.    (Pa.  No.  371,  July  8,  1915)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  918. 
Stockgrowers  Teleph.  Co.,   Re    (Neb.   App.   No.   2328,  F«b.  23,   1915) 

P.U.R.X915B,  422. 
Stockland  v.  Chicago  k  E.  I.  R.  Co.    (111.  No.  3320,  Mareh  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915B,  153.         . 
Stock  Yard,  Re  use  of  (Minn.  June  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
Sto<jk  Yard  at  Blaboit,  Re   (N.  D.  Na  735,  Aptil  19,  1915 >  P.U.R. 

1915E,  925. 
Stock  Yard  at  Colfax,  Re    (N.  D.  No.  462,  April  10,  1915)    P.UJL 

lOlflE,  926. 
Stock  Yard  at  Deering,  Re    (N.  D.  No.  867,  AprU  19,  1918)   P.UJt. 

lOafiE,  «26. 
Stock  Yard  at  Kindred,  Re   (N.  D.  No.  882,  April  19,  1918)   P.UJL 

1915E,  926. 
■II  .III 
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Stock  Y«rd  at  I^jmIa,  He  (N.  B.  Ifq.  79a,  Aprft  10,  1915)  P.U.B.10UiG;; 

925. 
Stoek  Yard  at  Pbrtland,  Re  <lf.  D.  N4».  870,  A|iHl  19,  1910)   P^UJEL 

19l5Si  925. 
l3tock  Yard  at  Powers  Lake,  Ha  (N.  IX  Na  776,  Aptll  19,  191* )  P.U.R. 

1915E,  926. 
Stock  Yard  at  Wildrose,  Re   (N.  D.  No.  785,  ApHl  19,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915S,  9^. 
Stoek  Yards,  Be  <S.  D.  F-177,  K*.  11,  1915)  P.UJl.lftl5B,  925. 
Stock  Yards  at  Palermo,  Re  (K.  D.  No.  691,  April  19,  191^)    P.U.R. 

1915E,  925. 
StoU,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2465,  App.  No.  1714,  June  10,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915^  828. 
id.  V.  Viuiaitlia  a  O^  (Iiid.  No.  1B86,  Feb.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1070. 
Storey  County,  N4>rtli  Star  El^etlric  Co.  t.,  P.UJR.1915E,  847. 
Strasburg  Electric  Co.,  Ite  (Ohi6,  Ka  552,  July  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

833. 
Strawberry  Teleph.  Co.,  Blay  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  947. 
Strayhorn  y.  Philadelphia  A  R.  R.  Co.  (Pa.  No.  182,  Aug.  13,  1915) 

P.U.RJ915E,  «8. 
Strouf  V.  Chicago  N.  W.  R.  Co.    (Wis.  June  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E, 

919. 
Suburban  Water  Co.,  Re   (Md.  No.  2399,  July  1,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

359. 
Suffolk  y.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  (>>.  (Mont.  No.  481,  Aug.  2,  1915) 

P.U.H.1916B,  «1. 
Sulliyan  y.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  A  O.  R.  Co.   (Neb.  No.  238,  June  16, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
Sulliyan  County  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1279,  Feb.  19,  1016)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  849. 
Summerfield  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  453,  July  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E, 

833. 
Summit  eiMca  Co.  v*  ErJe  H.  Co.   (Ohio,  No.  169,  March  31,  lfl5)f 

P.U.R.1915P,  57. 
Superior  y.  Northwest^n  Coal  R.  Co.    (Wis.  Sept.  8,   1915)    F.tJ.R. 

1915F,  180. 
Supreme  Lodge,  L.  0.  M.  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3803,  May 

6,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1116. 
Suspension  of  Tariffs  carrying  Advanced  Rates  on  Railroad  Ties,  Re 

(III  Nos.  3227,  3328,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  72. 
Sussens  y.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  A  8.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  27,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
Swift  A  Co.  y.  St.  Louis,  S^  A  P.  R.  Co.  (111.  No.  3031,  March  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  11  Oa 
Sycamore  Iron  A  Metal  Co.  T;  Chicago  0.  W.  R.  Co.   (IlL  No.  .3553, 

May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
Syracuse,  Fowo  A  XJght  Co.^  Re   (Ind.  No.  1107,  Jan.  19,  Ifidfl)    (2 

cases)  P.U.R.1915A,  536. 
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Tftdloek,  Re  (Cal.  Dee.  No.  24(12,  App.  No.  1605,  Jiae  10,  1916)  P.UJEL 

1915F,  663. 
Talma  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1410,  May  8,  1915)  P.Uja.19161,  SSL 
Tampico  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Ca  y.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.   (IlL 

E-246,  June  17, 1916)  P.U3.  1916F,  1117. 
Itaay  V.  Yangco  S.  S.  Co.  (Philippine,  No.  146,  April  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1111. 
Taylor,  Re  (N.  H.  D-276,  June  12,  1916)  P.UJL1916E,  832. 
Tecumaeh  Electrie  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  ]>-917,  July  14,  1916)  P.UJt.l916F, 

9(>3. 
Tekonaha  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  D-902,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  900. 
Tell  City,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1784,  Sept.  24,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916P,  1102. 
Terciaa  v.  Manila  R.  Co.  (Philippine  No.  200,  Aug.  U,  1916)  P.UJL 

1916F,  1058. 
Terminal  R.  Asso.,  Re  (111.  No.  3881,  July  22, 1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  71« 
id.  (IlL  T-106,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.  U.  R.  1915F,  1091. 
id.  Polar  Wave  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.  v.,  P.UJL1916F,  1100. 
Tezarkana  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  124,  Circular  No.  4844,  Oct.  12, 
1916)  P.UJ1.1915F,  1095. 
id.  (Tex.  App.  No.  37,  Circular  No.  4852,  Oct.  21,  1916)   P.U.R. 
1916F,  1095. 
Texas  k  P.  R.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2302,  AprU  28, 1915)  P.UJ1.1915E, 
916. 
id.   (HI.  No.  2304,  April  28,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  916. 
id.   (111.  No.  2388,  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915B,  916. 
id.  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  539,  Authority  No.  426,  June  23, 1916)  P.UJl. 

1915F,  93. 
id.   (La.  No.  2411,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.UJL1916F,  1108. 
id.  Kearney  v.,  P.U.R.1915C,  77. 
id.  Morley  v.,  P.U.R.1916E,  920. 
id.  Ravenswood  v.,  P.U  JL1916E,  920. 
Texas  Mexican  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  No.  82,  June  28,  1915)  P.UJU916F,  92. 
Texas  Midland  R.  Co.,  Re  (Tex.  App.  No.  29,  Sup.  1  to  Authoril^  No. 

23,  April  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  90. 
Thompson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  4  0.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  24, 1915)  P.UJL 
1915E,  924. 
id.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (Mont.  No.  463,  Aug.  7,  1915)  P.UJl. 
1916E,  924. 
Thompson  Carnation  Co.  v.  Joliet  k  S.  Traction  Co.    (111.  No.  3002» 

March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Thomapple  Gas  k  E.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  D-937,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

903. 
Three-In-One  Oil  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  March  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  186. 
Tiffin  Waterworks,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  553,  July  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  88. 
Tillstrom,  Re  (Mich.  X-322,  April  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  963. 
TUton  T.  Danville,  U.  k  C.  R.  Co.  (HI.  No.  3648,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  175. 
Tiverton  Electric  Light  Co.,  Re  (R.  I.  No.  184,  March  24,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  963. 
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Toledo,  A.  A.  A  J.  R.  Co.,  Re  <Mleh.  ]>-4ft4,  May  27, 1»1&)  P.UJt.l915F, 

902. 
Toledo,  B.  O,  k  &.  Traction  Co.,  Perryburg  Hie  k  Brick  Co.  v.,  P.U.R. 

1915F,  84. 
Toledo  Detroit  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  «T0,  July  27,  1916)  P.U.R.191iJF, 

904. 
Toledo,  8.  k  M.  R.  Co.,  Belknap  Cement  Products  Co.  ▼.,  P.UJC.1915F, 

76. 
Toledo,  St.  L.  A  W.  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  T-24,  April  22,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F, 
64. 
id.  (111.  T-46,  May  20,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  66. 
id.   (111.  E-226,  June  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
'     id.   (111.  E-297  k  E-298,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
id.   (ni.  E-175,  March  31,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
id.   (HI.  No.  E-266,  Aug.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
id.   (111.  E-277,  iept.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
id.   (111.  E-289,  Sept.  9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1080. 
id.   (111.  E-123,  Jan.  14,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1118. 
id.   (111.  E-276,  Sept.  2,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 
id.   (111.  No.  4061,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1118. 
id.  Alton  A  S.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  187. 
id.  Newton  Creamery  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  61. 
Toledo  Terminal  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  363,  Feb.  2,  1916)  P.UJ1.1915A, 

660,  661. 
Tonopah  v.  Water  Co.   (Nev.  No.  U-90,  June  29,  1916)   P.UJBL1915F, 

1114. 
Topeka  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1692,  Aug.  11,  1915)  P.UJL1915E,  639. 

id.   (Ind.  No.  1704,  Aug.  11,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  848. 
Tower  Hill  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3264,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C, 

99. 
Towle  V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.  F.  C.  No.  19,  Sept  28, 1916)  P.U.R.1915F, 

1068. 
Traction  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1170,  July  23, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

927. 
Trenton  k  M.  County  Traction  Corp.,  Re  (N.  J.  Oct.  11,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1103. 
Trenton,  L.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  May  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E,  76. 
Tri-County  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (S.  D.  Aug.  18, 1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

llOS. 
Tri-CJounty  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3762,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 
1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  3886,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  926. 
id.   (IlL  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
id.   (111.  No8.  3734  k  3881,  Aug.  5,  1916)  P.U.IU916E,  1118. 
Tri-County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  666,  July  36,  1916)  P.U.R.1915E, 

833. 
Trinity  t.  Louisiana  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2341,  March  25,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1916E,  915. 
id.  ▼.  Louisiana  k  A.  R.  Co.  (La.  No.  2341,  Mardi  25,  1915)  P.UJl. 
1916E,  916. 
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Trinity  y.  LouUianJet  &  A.  B.  G^.  (La.  Ko.  2UX,  ManAi  85^  1915)  P.U.R, 

1915E,  930. 
Trinity  J^  B.  Vall«y  K  Ca,  Re  (Too.  No.  81,  F^  1, 1W5>  P.UJC1915F» 

87. 
Tri  State  Xeleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.,  Ue  (Mina.  Aug.l8>  191f)  P.U3.1915E, 

848. 
Tnimbun  Pub.  Sevrioe  Co.,  Re  (Obid^  No.  B91,  Aug.  81»  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  640. 
Tneson,  C.  «  O.  B.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  265,  Jttne  1^  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915D,  933. 
Tucson  Gas,  E.  L.  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  242,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916C,  431. 
Tucson  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  Re   (Ariz  No.  246,  May  13,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915F,  1102. 
Tujunga  Water  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2680,  App.  No.  1493,  Aug. 

9,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1081.  • 

Tulare  County  Power  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec,  No.  2137,  App.  No.  1484,  Feb. 

6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  797. 
Tunjunga  Water  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2752,  Case  Nos.  433,  434, 

•    441,  Sept.  13,  1916)   (8  cases)  P.U.R.1915F,  1113. 
Tuolumne  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2691,  App.  No.  1798,  Aug.  12, 

1915)  P.U.R.ini6F,  799. 
Twenty -seventh  Ward  Progressive  Club  v.  Pittsburgh  R.  Co.   (Pa.  No. 

350,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1087. 
Twin  Falls,  Re    (III.  Case  No.  F-66,  Order  No.  238,  June  16,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  679. 
id.   (Idabo,  Case  No.  F-00,  Otder  Now  282,  S^.  25,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1031. 

Ulysses  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Neb.  No.  2483,  Aug.  19,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  640. 
Uniform  Demurrage  Code,  Re  (111.  April  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1090. 

id.  (Minn.  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
Union  City  Hoop  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  H.  k  D.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No. 

993,  April  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1099. 
Union  Electric  Co.,  Re  (111.  E-217,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1117. 
Union  Heat,  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  Na  1098,  May  7,  1915)   P.UJC 

191$E,  1067. 
Union  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2326,  Feb.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1105. 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Frenchtown  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  J.  July  7, 

1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  928. 
Union  P.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2523,  Oct.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Neb.  No.  2263,  Jan.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  78. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2296,  Jan.  15,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  78.  .x 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2297,  Jan.  26,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  79. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2311,  Feb.  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  7i>- 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2333,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  70. 
id.   (Neb.  No.  2290,  March  1,  1915)  .P.U.R.191iF,  80^ 
id.    (Neb.  No.  2336,  Feb.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  80. 
■  ■  '■  — — ^^p» 
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Union  P.  JL  Co*,  Re  {IMi  Ko.  2387,  Feb.  29,  191ft>  P.nJL1915F,  9$. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2339,  Feb.  23,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  80. 

id.   (Neb.  N<K  2346,  Mat  A  4,  1915 »  P.UJR.1915F,  80. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2347,  March  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  80. 

id.  (Nebw  Na  ^$4,  Marek  13, 1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  80. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2356,  March  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  81* 

id.  (Neb.  Ko.  239«,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2397,  April  27,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  81. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2412,  May  18,  1915)  P.U.E.1915F,  82. 

id.  <Neb.  Nq.  2414,  June  8,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  82. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2405,  Jujy  24, 1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  83. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2474,  Aug.  2,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2477,  Aug.  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  83. 

id.  tKeb.  No.  2491,  Ai«.  ^6,  1915)  P.U.H.1915F,  $4. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2496,  Aug.  31,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  84. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2510,  Sept.  16,  1915)   P.UJt.l915F,  H. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2513,  Sept  20, 1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1093. 

id.   (Neb.  No.  2528,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1093. 

id.  (Neb.  2364,  March  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1109. 

id.  Fitz  Boberti  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  82, 

id.  Garrison  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  920. 
Union  Sand  A;  Material  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4092,  Sept,  29,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  1083. 
Union  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  No.  454,  July  27,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916E,  360. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2314,  Jan.  26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1105. 

id.  (Neb.  No.  2367,  March  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  1106, 

id.  Western  Orawlord  Coimty  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E, 
855. 
Union  Traction  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1364,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  108. 

id.  Banning  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  74u 
United  Electric  Co.,  Bixter  v.,  P.U.R.  1915E,  856. 
United  Electric  Light  k  Winter  Co.,  Bo  (Conn.  Ko.  1441,  F^  8,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1071. 
United  Qaa  ft  B.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1110,  March  IS,  1915)  P.UJt.l9I§E, 
107. 

id.  (Ind.  No.  1761,  Sept.  17,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  602. 

id.   (Ind.  Nos.  1473  A  1474,  May  7,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 

id.  (Ind.  No*.  1476-1478,  May  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  927. 

id.  Shine  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  927. 
United  Hom^  Itiepb.  Co.,  Re  (Mich.  <D-*899,  Jlin.  19,  1915)   (2  oMee) 

P.U.R.1915A,  546. 
United  Illuminating  Co.,  Smith  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  lllS. 
United  Pub.  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1395,  April  6, 1915)  P.U.R.1915B, 

830. 
United  States  y.  Lehigh  Valley  B.  Co.  (822  Fed.  685,  1915)   P.UJL 
1915F,  1066. 

id.  LouisTUle  A  N.  B.  Co.  t.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1082. 

id  Southern  P.  Co^  P.U.R.1915F,  58,  59. 

^1—  'I  I  I  .^  I  I     ...— — M^ 
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United  States  Gypsum  Co.  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (Mich.  D-S»% 

Feb.  13,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
United  Stetes  Sand  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1568,  July  1,  1915)  ^.U.R.1915D, 

1071. 
Upper  Verde  Pnblie  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (Aris.  No.  277,  Sept.  3,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  638. 
Urbana  &  C.  R.  Gas  ft  E.  Co.,  Re  <ni.  No.  3040,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916D,  1087. 
id.  (111.  No.  3912,  June  30,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1042. 
Urbana  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  529,  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  834. 
Utah  Power  k  Light  Co.,  Re  (Ida.  Case  No.  F-«l,  Order  Nos.  220-222, 

AprU  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  8«. 

Valley  Home  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  D-696,  May  12,  W15)    P.U.R. 
1916F,  901. 
id.  (Mich.  D>883,  May  12,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  901. 
id.   (Mich.  D-562,  May  14,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  902. 
Valley  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  483,  May  1,  1915)  P.UJt.l915E, 

832. 
Valley  Pipe  Line  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2143,  App.  No.  1246,  Feb. 
8,  1915)  P.U.R.1915A,  797,  799. 
id.  (Cal.  No.  2508,  June  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1008. 
Van  Auben,  Re   (N.  H.  D-280,  Order  No.  448,  July  8,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  861. 
Van  Buren  Bridge  Co.,  Re  (Me.  May  1,  1915)  P.U.B.1915E,  930. 
Vandalia  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1288,  April  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915C,  309. 
id.  (Ind.  No.  1130,  Jan.  19,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
id.  Alton  k  S.  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1916F,  187. 
id.  Greenberg  Iron  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
id.  Manson  v.,  P.UJ1.1916D,  1069. 
id.  Martin-Howe  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.UJ1.1915D,  1070. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  t.,  P.U.R.1915F,  73. 
id.  StoU  v.,  P.U.R.1915D,  1070. 
Van  Wert  Pub.  Service  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  626,  Aug.  24,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  834. 
Varna  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111:  No.  3429,  Mardi  4,  1915)   P.UJt.l915A, 

929. 
Verde  Tunnel  k  Smelter  R.  Co.,  Re  (Aris.  No.  278,  Sept.  3,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915E,  638. 
Verde  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re  (111.  Docket  No.  24,  Aug.  31,  1916)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1074. 
Vermillion,  Re  (IlL  No.  3668,  June  17,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  664.     "^ 
Vermont  v.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.   (HI.  No.  3280,  March  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1054. 
Vermont  Teleph.  k  Sxdi.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  2850,  Jtne  17,  1013)  P.U.R. 

1916E,  1102. 
Vermontville,  Re  (Mich.  X-3903,  Jan.  15,  1915)   P.U.R.1915B,  156. 
Vernon,  Re  (Mich.  No.  X-5725,  June  25,  1915)  P.UJt.l915F,  176. 
Vincennes  Water  Supply  Co.,  Re    (Ind.  No.   1380,  March  20,  19157 
P.U.R.1915E,  107. 
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VlNiIk  Eleetrie  R.  Co./R€  (Gal.  Bee.  No.  2422,  App.  No.  1026,  May 
26,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  926. 

^  WalMwh,.  C.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Re   (HI.  No.  3831,  May  20,  1915)   P.U.R. 
1915D,  1070. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  69. 
Wabash  R.  Co.,  Re  (lU.  T-35,  Apr.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  64. 
id.   (m.  T-58,  June  3,  1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  67. 
id.  (111.  T-97,  Sept.  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  72. 
id.  (111.  No.  3649,  March  18,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1076. 
id.  (lU.  No.  8646,  March  4,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (111.  No.  L-729,  April  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1078. 
id.   (III.  L-916,  July  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078. 
id.   (111.  L-982  &  Lr-983,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1078, 
id.  (HI.  No.  143,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 
id.   (lU.  No.  4093,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1083. 
id.  (lU.  No.  3826,  May  6,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  1091. 
id.   (111.  T-101,  Sept,  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1091. 
id.   (111.  T-102,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1092. 
id.  Banner  Clay  Works  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1084. 
id.  Saunewin  Elevator  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  State  Public  Utilities  Commission  v.,  P.U.Il.l915F,  1088. 
id.  Weis  Paper  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
id.  Wenona  Coal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
Wabash  Valley  Utilities  Co.,  Flora  Saw  Mill  Co.  r.,  P.U.R.1915P,  927. 
Wadley,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2303,  App.  No.  1387,  April  20,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  928. 
Wakarusa  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ind.  No.  1818,  Oct.  7,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F, 

1038. 
Wakefield  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  No.  429,  April  12,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915E, 

360. 
Waldron  Teleph.  Co.,  Re    (Mich.  T-79,  Feb.  11,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 

1104. 
WaUace,  Re  (Idaho  Case  No.  Ill,  Order  No.  268,  Aug.  26,  1915)  P.U.R; 

1915F,  926. 
Walnvt  Grove  Waterworks,  Re   (Cal.  App.  No.  1469,  Dec.  No.  2380, 

May  10,  1915)   P.U.R.1915E,  853. 
Wamac  Exp.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4126,  Sept.  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  801. 

id.   (111.  No.  4081,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  1066. 
Wapakoneta  Natural  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  409,  Jan.  7,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1916A,  561. 
Wardwell,  Re  (Me.  U-34,  June  10,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
Warren,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2274,  App.  No.  1544,  April  3,  1916)  P.U.R. 
1915E,  827. 
id.   (Me.  U-39,  June  £6,  1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
Warren  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (111.  No.  3457,  April  8,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1915C,  99. 
Wart-en  Water  k  Light  Co.,  Re  (N.  H.  D-268,  Order  No.  447,  July  8, 
1915)   P.U.R.1916E,  864. 
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WMhbim  TeltpK  Oo.,  B«  {HI  Na  8505.  Mmh  4,  1915)  F.UJft.)J»lM» 

929. 
Washington  k  M.  R.  Co.,  Re  (D.  C.  No.  254-33,  June  30,  1915)  P.UJt. 

3j915E,  859. 
id.   <D.  C,  P.  U.  C.  No.  1368/2,  April  28,  1916  >  P.U.R4915F,  1102. 
Washington  A  V.  B.  <X,  Pamlico  Chemical  Ce.  v.,  P.U.B.1915F,  84. 
Washington  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Morgan'a  Louisiana  A  T.  B.  A  6.  8.  Co. 

(La.  No.  2270,  Order  1909,  May  26,  1915)  PJJ.Ii.l93L5F,  75. 
id.  y.  Morgan's  Louisiana  &  T.  R.  A  S.  &  Co.  <La.  No.  2270,  Order 

No.  1911,  June  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  76. 
id.  y.  Morgan's  Louisiana  A  T.  R.  A  S.  S.  Co.  (La.  He.  2270,  Order 

No.  1922,  July  20*  1915)  P.UJU915F,  76. 
Washington  Gas  k  B.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  Now  420,  April  14,  1915)  P.U.R. 

18151;,^  84. 
Washington  R.  ft  £leetno  Go.,  Be  (D.  0.  No.  1346*8,  March  23,  1915) 

P.U.B.1915B,  358. 
Washington  Transp.  Co^,  Re  (D,  C,  Order  No.  165,  P.  XJ*  0.  No.  1702, 

Oct.  13,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1053, 
id.  (D.  C,  Order  No.  166,  P.  U.  (X  No.  1702,  Oct.  13,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1085. 
Washington  Water,  Light  k  P.  C^.,  Ex,  parte  (Ind.  No.  171^  Septi.  13, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  929. 
Water  Co.,  Tonopah  \.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1114. 
Waterloo,  C.  F.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  Dcmaldson  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  189. 
id.  y.  Fosselman  (Iowa,  May  20,  1915)  P.U.R.1j915F,  1072. 
id.  ▼.  Whitney  (Iowa,  July  30,  1915)-  P.U.Ba915P,  1072. 
Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1254,  Jan.  26,  1915)    (2  cases)  P.U.B, 

1916A,  637. 
Watts,  Be  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  224$,  App.  No.  1106,  March  22,  1915)  P.U.B. 

3915F,  183. 
Waukesha  lime  k  Stone  0>.  y.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Oq.   {Wis. 

June  30,  1915)    P.U.R.1915D,  1072. 
Id.  y.  Chicsgo,  M.  k  St.  P.  R-  Co.   (Wis.  Jun*  14,  1915)   P.U.R. 

1916E,  929. 
Waverly  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  8108^  Jan.  21,  1915)   P.U.IU915A, 

808. 
id.  y.  Chesterfield   Teleph.  k  Tel^.  Co   (111.  No.  3729,  Sei^t.  9, 

1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1080. 
Webster  ft  S.  GUis  &  £.  Co.,  Petition  ol  (Mses.  March  17,  1915)  P.U.B, 

1916B,  686. 
Webster  County,  Central  Iowa  Ligbt  ft  P.  Co.  y.,  P.U.R.1915A,  986. 
Weil,  Iowa  Terminal  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1072. 
Weis  Paper  Co.  y.  Wabash  R.  CJo.  (111.  No.  2978,  June  3,  1915)  P.UJL 

191 6F,  68. 
Wellington  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio  No.  593,  Sept.  11,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915E, 

949.  , 

Wells,  F.  ft  Co.,  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2149,  Case^  No*.  12%  279,  307,  3lt, 

Feb.  11,  1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  672. 
Wellsten  y.  St.  Louis  ft  6.  F.  B.  Co.  (Okla.  No.  2336,  Aug.  «,  19Ii) 

P.U.R.1916E,  922. 
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Wenoaa  CkMJ  O.  if.  Wabash  R.  O.  (in.  No.  3008,  1016)  P.UJS.1915F, 

68. 
West  BosioH  Gas  Co.,  Re  (Mass.  J«ne  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  125. 
Westbrook,  W.  A  N.  R.  Co.,  Re  (Me.  R.  R.  101,  Oct.  19,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1061. 
West  Snd  Street  R.  Oo.,  Petition  of   (Mass.  P.  S.  C.  790,  Mardi  9, 

1015)   P.U.R.1915B,  565. 
Wesittv  Allegan  County  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Midi.  D-943,  July  29,  1915) 

P.U.R.1916F,  904. 
Western   aassiflcation   Committee,   Re    (Arlc.   File   H.   M.   G.-W-d3, 

Order  No.  B-90,  ,hay  10,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  60. 
Western  Crawford  County  Farmers'  Teleph.  Co.  t.  Union  Teleph.  Co. 

(Wis.  Aug.  7,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  855. 
Western  Maryland  R.  Co.,  Westminster  Y.,  P.UJL1915F,  1053. 
Western  Newspaper  Union  r.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  (Mich.  D-884^  July  2, 

1916)  P.U.R.1915P,  77. 
Western  Ohio  R.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  644,  June  30,  1916)  P.U.R.1916E, 

833. 
Western  States  Gas  &  E.  Co.,  Re  (CaL  Dec.  No.  2050,  App.  No.  996, 

Jan.  6,  1916)   P.U.R.1916A,  799,  800. 
Western  Tank  Lines,  Re  (III.  T-16,  March  29,  1916)  P.U.R.1915F,  68. 
Western  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Or.  U-F-123,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E, 

1106. 
Western  Trunk  Lines,  Re  (S.  D.  F-159,  Sept.  22,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F, 
67. 
id.   (111.  T-34,  April  22,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  64. 
id.  (HI.  T-lOO,  Sept.  16,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  73. 
id.  (8.  D.  F-121,  Sept.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.   (S.  D.  F-159,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  87. 
id.  (S.  D.  Order  F-171,  Jan.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  87. 
id.   (III.  T-106,  Sept.  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1916F,  1092. 
Western  United  Gas  k  E.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  4006,  July  29,  1915)  P.UJL 
191 5E,  638. 
id.   (111.  No.  3986,  Aug.  19,  1915)  P.U.R.1916E,  851. 
id.   (111.  No.  3436,  Feb.  16,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1036. 
id.  (III.  No.  3672,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R.1916D,  1087. 
id.   (111.  No.  4007,  July  22,  1916)   P.U.R.1915D,  1043. 
id.  T.  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  ^.  Co.    (111.  No.  3296,  March  4,  1916) 
P.UJ1.1916F,  1116. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  Ex  parte  (La.  No.  2397,  Order  No.  1934,  Oct. 
19,  1916)  P.U.R.1916F,  1112. 
id.  Re  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2236,  App.  No.  1668,  March  18,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915B,  827. 
id.  (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2326,  App.  No.  1912,  April  23,  1915)   P.UJC. 

1916F,  1090. 
id.  (La.  No.  2393,  Sept.  14,  1915)  P.UJ1.1916F,  1112. 
id.  (Mo.  No.  3^3,  Mareh  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  1119. 
id.  Avilla  Mut  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  863. 
WesterveH  y.  C^ica^v,  B.  &  Q.  Ri  Co.   (111.  No.  2926,  June  17,  1916) 
P.U.R.1915F,  176. 
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Westfield-Kansas  Telqph.  Ck>^  Be  (lU.  No.  41»7,  Sept.  2,  1915)  P.UJt. 

1915E,  948. 
Westfleld  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (IIL  No.  S696,  April  22,  1916)  P.U.B. 

1916C,  99. 
id.   (111.  No.  3596,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  587. 
We»t  Frankfort  Coal  Co.,  Chioago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co*  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  187. 
West  Hartford,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1610,  A£ay  5^  1915)  P.U»R.1916F,  994. 
West  Jefferson  Home  Teleph.  Co,,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  499,  June  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915E,  87. 
West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  April  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  917. 
West  Jersey  k  S.  S.  R.  Co.,  Public  Service  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.B.1915F,  178. 
WestminBter  v.  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.   (Md.  Case  No.  917,  Order 

No.  2569,  June  10,  1916)   P.U.R.1915F,  1053. 
West  Point  Co-op.  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1406,  June  4,  1916)  P.U.R. 

i916E,  1104. 
Westrom  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.   (Wis.  June  14, 

1916)   P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
West  Shore  S.  S.  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3877,  June  3,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  862. 
West  Terre  Haute  Water  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  No.  1860,  Oct.  22,  1916)  P.UA 

1915F,  1098. 
Wexford  Independent  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Mich.  T-80,  March  11,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915E,  1104. 
White   County    Teleph.    Union,   Re    (111.    No.    3507,    March   4,    1915) 

P.U.R.1915A,  929. 
Whitefish  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,    (Mont.  No.  489,  Sept.  2,  1916) 

P.U.R.1916E,  921. 
Whitehurst,  Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 
Whitley  County  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.    (Ind.  No. 

1217,  Aug.  5,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  946. 
Whitney,  Waterloo,  C.  F.  &  N.  R.  Go.  v.,  P.U.R.a916F,  1072. 
Whittlesey  Teleph.  Co.,  Re   (Wis.  Aug.  28,  1916)  P.UJ1.1916E,  866. 

'    i4.   (Wis.  Aug.  28,  1916)   P.U.R.l^lSE,  fi57. 
Wildwood  Waterworks  Co.,  Re  (N.  J.  June  4,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  832. 
Wilkes-Barre  Connecting  R.  Co.,  Re   (Pa.  App.  Docket  No.  94,  1914, 

Jan.  22,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  173. 
Willamette  Valley  Southern  R.  Co.,  Re  (Or.  F-376,  March  26,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  188. 
WilUams  County  Teleph.  O.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  607,  Sept.  23,  191$)  P.U.R. 

1916F,  803. 
id.   (Ohio,  No.  606^  Sept.  23,  1915)  P.U.R.1916F,  1062. 
Willis,  Re  (Cal.  App.  No.  1513,  Dec,  No.  2189,  March  1,  1916)  P.UJl. 

1915B,  24. 
Winchester  Repeating  Arms  Co.,  Re  (Conn.  No.  1474,  Feb.  16,  1916) 

P.U.R.1915F,  1063. 
Winchester  Townsite  Co.,  Re  (Case  No.  F-89,  Order  Np.  261,  Aug.  6, 

1915)   P.U.R.1916F,  929. 
Windsor  Teleph.  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  469,  April  20,  1915)  P.UJl.l«16E, 

832. 
Winkelman  Water  Co.,  Re   (Ariz.  Rates  2-W,  April  2,  1916)   P.U.B, 

1915F,  924. 
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Winston,  Re  <Mich.  No.  604,  Jan.  SO,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  831. 
Winston-Salem  Southbound  R.  Co.,  Ansonyille  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  922. 
Winter  v.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  July  15,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D, 

1072. 
id.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  10,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915F, 

94. 
Wisconsin  Box  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (Wis.  June  23,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  58. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.,  Belmont  k  P.  V.  Teleph.  Co.  v.,  P.U.R.1915E, 

946. 
Wolcott  Utilities  Co.,  Re  (Ind.  Noe.  1551  &  1552,  May  28,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  1061. 
Wolfe  V.  New  York,  C.  &  St  L.  R.  Co.  (Ind.  No.  AR-445-Mc.,  March 

5,  1915)   P.U.R.1915D,  1071. 
Woodbury  County,  Sergeant  Bluflfs  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1057. 
Woods,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  253,  May  10,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915E,  827. 
Wooster  Electric  Co.,  Re  (Ohio,  No.  697,  Sept.  27,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F, 

804. 
Word&n- Allen  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  k  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.    (Wis. 

July  15,  1915)  P.UJ1.1915D,  1072. 
Wright  Bros.  Light  k  P.  Co.,  Re  (III.  No.  4186,  Sept.  9,  1915)  P.U.R. 

1915F,  799. 
id.   (IlL  No.  4185,  Sept.  9,  1915)   P.U.R.1915F,  1055. 
Wright  Co.,  Re  (111.  No.  3826,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915D,  1039. 
id.   (111.  No.  3769,  May  6,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  851. 

Xenia  Water  Co.,  Re    (Ohio,  No.  582,  Sept.  10,  1915)    P.U.R.1915E, 
640. 

Yangco  S.  S.  Co.,  Taney  v.,  P.U.R.1915F,  1111. 

Yavapai  County,  Re  (Ariz.  No.  194,  April  1,  1915)  P.U.R.1915F,  180. 

Yolo  County,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2445,  App.  No.  1584,  June  4,  1915) 

P.U.R.1915F,  180. 
York  Shore  Water  Co.,  Re  (Me.  U-No.  55,  Aug.  12,  1916)  P.UJt.l915E, 

961. 
Yosemite  Valley  R.  Co.,  Re   (Cal.  Dec.  No.  2162,  Case  No.  632,  Feb. 

23,  1915)  P.U.R.1915E,  929. 
id.  Curry  v.,  P.U.R.1915E,  914. 

ZieeenU  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  k  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (Wis.'July  24,  1915) 
P.U.R.1915E,  924. 
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